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Preface. 


The American Lutheran Church is in a special sense an ecclesia militans. And 
this cannot alienate us when we consider the ecclesiastical conditions here. Here is 
no state church, in which the majority of teachers and hearers, even in the greatest 
internal disagreement, are kept together externally out of love for what has 
"historically come about" or for the sake of external advantages, and are kept away 
from doctrinal controversies that endanger "unity". Here every one in most cases 
goes where his rightly or wrongly reported conscience drives him. 

Thus our new fatherland is first of all a home of the numerous reformed sects. 
These have occupied a large territory here and are mostly very eager to spread their 
sectarianism further. What, then, is more understandable than this, that the Lutheran 
Church, which not only does not want to be robbed of the truth entrusted to it by 
God, but also wants to spread it further, must be in a continual struggle against the 
sects occupying the same territory? 

But even against such communities, which called themselves Lutheran, it was 
necessary to fight for the testimony of the pure Lutheran, that is, biblical truth. The 
Lutheran communities were in part so steeped in sectarianism that little more than 
the name distinguished them from the sects themselves; in part they were under the 
influence of men who asserted this or that doctrine and practice contrary to Scripture 
and confession. Thus the Lutheran doctrine of the church and of the office of 
preaching, of the rights of the congregation, of justification and of absolution, of 
conversion, of the last things (rejection of chiliasm), of Sunday, etc., had to be 
asserted against Lutherans. And God has not destroyed his church by these 
struggles, but built it. In the struggle, many who were previously mistaken on this or 
that point have come to believe the Lutheran truth. 
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Some have recognized themselves as friends precisely because of the struggle that 
necessitated a clear confession of the truth. By the grace of God, a large community 
has become united in the truth as revealed in the Holy Scriptures and witnessed to 
in our confessions. 

But the Lord of the Church has put us to a new test. What men who know well 
how to judge the course of the movement in the area of doctrine expressed privately 
a decade ago has now come to pass. The doctrine of predestination or election by 
grace has become controversial. God grant that the result of this controversy may be 
the general acceptance of the doctrine revealed in Scripture and testified to in the 
Ninth Article of the Formula of Concord. Let him who loves Zion help here with prayer 
and supplication and with witnesses "according to the law and testimony" (Is. 8:20), 
so that the truth may prevail. 

Within the Lutheran Church there is a twofold presentation of the doctrine of 
predestination in two periods, as is admitted by all who have examined the matter 
more thoroughly and without prejudice. The first period extends about a decade 
beyond the Concordia formula. The doctrine of this period, after some variations in 
expression and after more or less considerable incorrectness in detail, is attested in 
the Concordia Formula in its clear scriptural content. The second period begins at the 
end of the sixteenth century, and the doctrine peculiar to it is presented in particular 
by the dogmatists of the seventeenth century in their dogmatic works. According to 
the doctrine of the last period, election is made in view of persevering faith (intuitu 


fidei finalis, ex praevisa fide finali). Election sets in after men have held faith in divine 
foreknowledge to the end. *) In contrast to this is the doctrine of the first period: "The 
eternal election of God not only sees and knows the faith of the elect beforehand, but 
is also a cause of God's gracious will and good pleasure in Christ Jesus, so that it 
creates, works, helps, and promotes our salvation and what belongs to it" 
(Concordienf. Mull. p. 705. § 8.). 


* It is not to be objected against the correctness of this representation that the dogmatists 
distinguish between fides praevisa and fides exercita (actualis). The fides praevisa is, after all, 
the fides made for the divine omniscience actu in time to the end. One would have to refer 
praevisio to a mere disposition to persevere in faith, which the dogmatists do not want. It should 
be noted, moreover, that the dogmatists do not strictly carry out the doctrine peculiar to them. 


When, for example, some of them call the finalis perseverantia an effect of the election of grace, 
they fall back on the teaching of Scripture and the Formula of Concord. 
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Up to now, we have had no real reason to take a firm stand on the two present 
representations of the doctrine, although in general our position on the 16th and 17th 
centuries has been defined decisively enough. We take the liberty of referring back 
to a passage found in the preface to the list volume (1875) of this journal. It says 
there, p. 67: "By the way, those do not know us who call our theology that of the 17th 
century. As highly as we esteem the immense work done by the great Lutheran 
dogmatists of that period, it is not really they to whom we have returned, but above 
all our dear Concordia and Luther, in whom we have recognized the man whom God 
has chosen as Moses of His Church of the New Covenant, to lead out of it His Church 
which has fallen into the bondage of Antichrist, the pillar of smoke and fire of the 
golden and pure Word of God in front. The dogmatics of that time, however 
immeasurably rich treasures of knowledge and experience are stored up in them, so 
that we learn from them day and night with joy and delight, are neither our Bible nor 
our confession; rather, even in them we perceive here and there a turbidity of that 
stream which gushed forth so crystalline in the sixth century." We have followed this 
position of ours in practice, too, when we have been compelled by circumstances to 
speak out clearly with respect to particulars. Later dogmatists, in the doctrine of 
Sunday and of the power of temporal authority in ecclesiastical matters, found 
themselves in dissent from the clear teaching of Scripture and the clear testimony of 
the symbols. When, therefore, these doctrines had to be discussed ex professo in 
consequence of an antagonism, we have had no decency to take issue with the later 
dogmatists. With respect to the doctrine of the election of grace, however, there was, 
as has already been remarked, no real occasion to do the same, although it has 
already been decidedly emphasized that the ex praevisa fide finali of the later ones in 
this doctrine is regarded as an unfortunate provision, and although, in consequence 
of these more casual discussions, several years ago the accusation of Calvinism 
was raised against us from one side. But because the accusation came from an 
obviously synergistic side (the leaders of the lowa Synod), they did not see fit to go 
into it any further. We held, and still hold, that the necessary common ground for a 
fruitful treatment of the doctrine of predestination is lacking, if one part evidently still 
ascribes to man something of his own (e.g. "self-determination" in the modern sense) 
with respect to conversion and the attainment of blessedness. 

Now in 1877, the doctrine of election by grace was detailed at the Synodal 
Convention of the Western District of our Synod-. 
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more clearly. It is true that here, too, the doctrine has not been presented from all 
sides, according to which the Scriptures give us information about it, but rather, 
according to the theme set, it should only be shown in what way the Lutheran Church 
gives all glory to God alone, even in the doctrine of predestination. Nor was there any 
detailed discussion here of the relationship between the later teaching of the 
dogmatists and the teaching of the Confession. Some of the definitions of election 
given by the dogmatists were accepted and used against those who did not want 
individual election, and as correct descriptions of the elect in time. But, nevertheless, 
it was here more decidedly pronounced, that the determination of election by the 
praevisa fides finalis was held not to be scriptural and symbolical. Thereupon, from one 
side, from our own midst, the accusation has been raised against us very definitely 
and very vehemently, that we teach Calvinistic error. 

The constellation is now a peculiar one. In the past, Calvinist heresies were 
opposed in the article on predestination by those who, in addition to predestination 
to salvation, placed predestination to damnation, who denied the universality of the 
divine will of grace, of the merit of Christ, of the earnest efficacy of the means of 
grace. We do not put predestination to damnation next to predestination to salvation; 
we teach a general earnest will of grace, a general perfect redemption through Christ, 
an earnest effect of the word of God on all hearts in whose ears the gospel resounds. 
We also teach that the grace of permanence is earnestly offered to all who have 
become believers, so that whoever is lost plunges into damnation only through his 
resistance to the action of the Holy Spirit in Word and Sacrament, against the 
gracious will of God. But we negate the determination of election, as having occurred 
ex praevisa fide finali, as not being in accordance with Scripture and symbol. Rather, we 
maintain that, according to Scripture and symbol, faith in time and, in general, the 
entire spiritual life of the blessed is to be placed in such a relationship to election that 
election can and must rightly be called a cause of faith and spiritual life. 

We confess that we would have liked to have been above a doctrinal 
controversy just now. It was almost as if we had no time to conduct one just now. The 
far west of our country is rapidly filling up with immigrants of the German tongue, and 
we would have liked to have spent all our time and energy in gathering orthodox 
Lutheran congregations here before the sects have ravaged the field. But we cannot 
now avoid an exact discussion of the doctrine of election by grace. It has been 
pronounced that one should not be offended both by individual inaccurate and 
misunderstood expressions, such as Wohl na- 
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The Church, however, is not only obliged to reject the idea that election is a cause 
of faith, and that the Christian can and ought to be quite sure of his election and of 
his salvation, but must rather call the very core of our doctrine utterly false. 

In the preface to the 27th year of this journal, we are permitted to briefly point 
out some of the main points of the Christian faith and Christian theology, which are 
obviously endangered by those who thought they had to take a stand against us, 
and which we must protect from them if we do not want to become traitors to the 
truth. We must protect these points if we do not want to become traitors to the truth. 

When we look at the opposing positions, one thing is clear: they do not treat 
Scripture as the only source from which the Christian faith and thus also all the 
individual articles of faith are to be drawn. It is true that one has referred to Scripture 
in passing, and has attempted to show the Scriptural ground for the intuitu fidei finalis. 
*) But the characteristic of the whole doctrinal statement consists in the fact that one 
seeks to construct a doctrine of election from other doctrinal articles.**) The sedes 


doctrinae are at first left aside, and one will afterwards seek to adapt them, as best 
one can, to the doctrine already found. One says, e. g.: Election cannot be a cause 
of faith, etc., for that does not rhyme with the general will of grace; then man would 
have to be forced to believe, etc. Hereby the principle of Christian faith and Christian 
theology is endangered, nay, actually abandoned altogether. 

Sacred Scripture is not only the norm, but also the source of the Christian faith. 
Yes, first source, then also norm, because source, therefore also norm. It is not the 
task of theology to find the other dogmas out of one or more central doctrines by 
means of all-round development, and then to test the scriptural validity of the 
doctrines thus found. This method, it is true, has often been praised in recent times 
as the only correct and scientifically tenable one. But to what results it has led is 
clearly evident. It has proved to be the fruitful mother of all error. And this cannot be 
otherwise. Theology is not a system in the true sense of the word. 


*) Namely, by interpretation of the TPOYIVWOKELV T1Va. (Rom. 8, 29. 11, 2.) in the 
Sense of: Foreseeing someone's faith. 


“Hereby it is by no means admitted that the choice ex praevisa fide finali is a correct 


conclusion from other articles of faith, if one wants to disregard the sedes doctrinae. Cf. an 


elaboration belonging here in the December issue of 1880, p. 367. One should also, for 
example, place the anthropological sentence Hos. 13:9 in the center and try to construct from 


here. No choice intuitu fidei finalis comes out. 
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Sense. There is no doubt that there is a necessary inner connection between all the 
individual doctrines of faith. As in the one God there is the most perfect harmony 
without any contradiction, so surely also the revelation of God in Scripture is perfectly 
harmonious, inwardly most closely and necessarily connected.*) But we men in 


lumine gratiae have no such insight into the coherence of the articles of faith that, 
starting from one or even from several propositions, we could, with the help of logic, 
make a perfectly correct evolution occur.**) The perfect insight into the necessary 
coherence of all Christian doctrines will become ours only in lumine gratiae.t) Here in 
this life all knowledge of divine things is imparted to faith through the Word. From 
this it follows that every article of faith must have its source in Scripture. The faith of 
Christians rests in all its parts on clear sayings of the Word of God. If these are 
lacking with respect to a doctrine, it is not to be considered an article of faith. If, 
therefore, there are no clear and unambiguous statements of Scripture concerning 
the election of grace, as has been indicated, there is no locus de praedestinatione for 


Christian dogmatics. But then it is more than daring to teach election ex praevisa fide. 
Then, on the contrary, it is most advisable, nay, that which alone befits a Christian 
and a Christian theologian, simply to remain silent here. If anywhere, Luther's word 


applies here: Eo ipso contra Deum, quod sine verbo Dei. tf) 


*This close inner connection is already evident from the fact that the violation of one article 
of faith has a dissolving and destroying effect on the others. Here belong Luther's sayings in 
which he compares revealed truths to a golden chain, a ring, a bell, or a mathematical point. 


**Therefore God has given us not only a few sentences, but a whole holy scripture as his 
revelation. 

This does not mean, of course, that we cannot or should not have any knowledge of the 
interrelation of the individual teachings in this life. We have a certain insight into the relation in 
which the doctrines stand to one another. But only a posteriori from Scripture itself, in so far as 
Scripture itself shows the connection. But if we were to apply the method of construction or 
development described above, we should be able to recognize the connection a priori. Scripture 
not only reveals the doctrines of faith, but also assigns them their place. Thus, for example, 
according to Scripture itself, the doctrine of justification comes to stand in the middle; according 
to the same Scripture, the doctrine of predestination receives a serving position; it illustrates and 
confirms other doctrines. The Concordia formula also assigns this place to the doctrine of 
election. Cf. p. 713, 43 ff. Calvin determines the connection of the doctrines according to reason. 
He places his doctrine of predestination in the center, subordinates the other doctrines to it, and 
corrupts them all. 

tt) Cf. Gerhard: "Unicum theologiae principium est verbum Dei. Quod ergo in 


verbo Dei non est revelatum, non est theologicum." (L. de 
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But now it is so, as our confession says, that "the holy Scriptures do not in one 
place alone approximately commemorate (hujus articuli non semel tantum et obiter 


mentionem facit), but in many places thoroughly act and do the same." (Miller, p. 704. 
B 2.) Yes, there are passages in Scripture which deal clearly and unambiguously 
with election, and reveal to us what a Christian needs to know of this doctrine. Let 
us go at once to that which lies at the heart of the present controversy. Does the 
Scripture, when it speaks of election by grace, tell the Christian to trace his calling, 
his faith, his justification, and in general his whole spiritual life, to God's gracious 
election, or does it tell him that God's election sets in after God has seen that the 
Christian has already brought about the end of faith (fidem finalem)? The former is, 
according to our firm conviction, Eph. 1, 3. ff. Rom. 8, 29. ff. Apost. 13, 48. 2 Tim. 1, 
9. etc. is so clearly stated, so clearly everywhere in Scripture a general will of grace, 
a general redemption, a general efficacy of the means of grace is taught, and unbelief 
is traced back to human reluctance as its cause (Apost. 13, 46.). 

On what grounds does one want to ignore the revelation in the above clear 
passages of Scripture, even to call what is clearly stated in them false? It will be 
objected that the Scriptures are to be interpreted by analogy, by the rule of faith. Very 
well! This should and must be established. This is inculcated by Scripture and 
confession. *) Spirits who have not observed this have made up obscure sayings 
according to their own understanding, and have thus fought against the clear 
sayings.**) But what then is the rule of faith? Acknowledged to be the sum of 
doctrines, which results from the clear passages of Scripture, from the sedibus of the 
individual doctrines, t) So also what the Scriptures contain of clear 


creat. § 3.) And August Pfeiffer: "Ne unicum quidem membrum, quantillum etiam, in illo 


older interpretation against most of the newer ones, who either deny it completely (e.g. Meyer 
on Rom. 1, 5.) or doubt it (e.g. Winer on Gal. 3, 23.), that objectively - fides quae creditur is 


used in the New Testament. - Apology, art. 27, garbage. p. 284: "Those of understanding and 
learning know well that all examples are to be interpreted or introduced according to the rule, 


that is, according to clear Scripture (juxta regulam, hoc est, juxta scripturas certas et claras), 
and not contrary to the rule or Scripture." 
**) Luther in the interpretation of the 37th Psalm. V, 456 ff. 


t) Gerhard: "Per regulam fidei intelligimus perspicua Scripturae loca, in quibus claris 
et disertis verbis articuli fidei prononuntur." (L. de interpret. 
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The first part of what the Church says about the election of grace belongs to the 
regula fidei. And those act quite wrongly who want to use a part of the clearly revealed 
truths in order to put aside other truths that are just as clearly revealed. Si dicant, 
says Gerhard in reference to the Calvinists, regulam fidei nos cogere, ut a literali sensu 
discedamus, quia scii, juxta regulam fidei asserendum sit, quod Christi corpus sit verum et 
naturale corpus, item, quod Christus suo corpore in coelum ascenderit: succurrit observatio 
quarta, regulam fidei esse acceptandam integram, neque partes ejus sibi invicem opponendas 
esse. Utrumque Scriptura docet, Christi corpus esse vere humanum corpus et tamen illud vere 
in coena distribui, utrumque igitur credendum neque alterum alteri opponendum (L. de 
interpret. Sc. s. § 154.). Further, Gerhard says about this, when human reason thinks 
it must find a contradiction between clearly revealed truths: articuli fidei in sensu 
proprio et literali accepti non repugnant sibi invicem, sed humana ratio fingit contradictiones, 
atque hic est fons omnium haeresium .... Judicium de vera contradictione in articulis fidei non 


est permittendum humanae rationi, alias Scripturae magistra statueretur. (31. a. D. § 164. 
165.)*) 


Sc. s. § 75.) Glassius, Philolog. s. p. 498: "Est autem fidei analogia seu regula nihil aliud, 
quam summa quaedam coelestis doctrinae ex apertissimis Scripturae locis collecta." When 
our theologians describe the analogia or regula fidei as the Complexus articulorum scitu ad 
salutem necessariorum, they are by no means thinking merely of the primary fundamental 
articles (articuli simpliciter fundamentales), the knowledge of which is absolutely necessary in 


order that faith may be generated in the heart of a man, so that the analogia fidei is limited to 
these (the primary fundamental articles), but also to such articles of faith which serve to 
strengthen and maintain faith, so that he who does not know or believe them may, under certain 
circumstances, come into danger of his soul through his ignorance of them. Gerhard, for 
example, counts what Scripture says about the essential presence of the body and blood of 


Christ in the Lord's Supper as regula fidei. (L. de interpret. Sc. s. §153 ff.) 


*) When they say that the rule of faith compels us to depart from the literal sense, because 
according to the rule of faith one must teach that Christ's body is a true and natural body, and 
that Christ has ascended to heaven with his body, our fourth remark comes to our aid, that the 
rule of faith is to be accepted in its entirety, and that the individual parts of it are not to be opposed 
to one another. Scripture teaches both that Christ's body is a true human body, and that it is truly 
distributed in the Lord's Supper. Both are therefore to be believed, and not to be opposed to each 
other. The articles of faith taken in their proper and literal sense are not in conflict with each 
other, but human reason makes the contradictions for itself, and here is the source of all 
heresies... .. The judgment of a real contradiction in the articles of faith must not be left to human 
reason, or it would become the mistress of Scripture. 
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What, then, does it ultimately amount to when one does not want to accept 
clear sayings of Scripture because one thinks they are in contradiction with other 
clear passages? Rationalism. Blind human reason takes it upon itself to decide what 
is an article of faith. What seems to be harmonious to it, it accepts; what does not 
seem to fit into the harmonious whole, it throws away or remodels. It ought not to be 
difficult for an ingenious head to set up in this way a bellum omnium contra omnes 
among the articles of faith, and always to put off the one by the other.*) Gerhard, 
after describing the operation of human conceit, rightly concludes with the warning 
Col. 2:8: "Take heed that no man rob you through philosophy and loose seduction 
after the doctrine of men." But the same procedure is adopted by those who, without 
being aware of it, wish to find a contradiction between the clear revelation that 
election is a cause of faith and other doctrines, and who therefore eliminate the 
former. Also with respect to the clear passages dealing with election, Christ's word 
John 10:35 applies: "Surely the Scriptures cannot be broken." And a clear saying 
from Scripture should move us as much as if the world were full of Scripture. So it 
should be to us, that any saying, makes the world to. narrow. **) 

Truly nothing small is at stake. Satan seeks an unspeakable thing. A false 
principle of tremendous consequence comes into operation here. Our whole 
theology would have to become rationalistic if it were to come to bear and rule. By 
God's grace we want to have a biblical doctrine of faith, that is, a doctrine that rests 
in all its parts on the clear Scriptures. Here it is necessary: principiis obsta, lest a 
changeling of theology be brought into the church, which is an unholy mixture of 
theology and speculation. Nor can a Christian conscience rest until it knows itself to 
be in perfect harmony with Scripture in all that it believes, and believes everything 
because Scripture says so. The sooner the rag of speculation is torn from its 
garment, the better. It might otherwise become exceedingly dangerous at the hour 
of death. The devil would whisper to me, "What is right for one clear word of Scripture 
is right for another. If you have treated a clear passage as if it were not in Scripture 
for you, how do you come to refer to such passages as: 'The blood of JEsu Christ, 
the Son of God, maketh us clean from all sin,' to base thy confidence?" This is where 


*) Gerhard cites I. c. § 150 as a warning example the Arians and the Tritheiten. 


“*) Luther, XX, 982. 


On the pastoral treatment of the spiritually challenged. 


Luther's words, "scirent unum verbum Dei esse omnia, omnia esse unum." 

So much about the preservation of the principle of Scripture in the article on 
predestination, as in the whole of theology. In the next number it will be shown, with 
God's help, how in the opposing statements the law and the gospel are most clearly 
mixed, and that this is the reason why it is denied that a Christian should and can be 
completely sure of his election and blessedness. F.P. 


(Conclusion follows.) 
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(A conference paper, according to the resolution in the Synodal Report of the Illinois District of v. 
y. p. 90 published for "Doctrine and Defense" by G. A. Sch.) 


For the sake of a thorough discussion of this important subject, it is advisable 
to deal with it in a second way, first of all with the spiritual challenges themselves, and 
secondly with the pastoral treatment of those who are challenged. 


l. 
Of the challenges themselves. 


Thesis I. 


The word temptation occurs in a wider and narrower sense. In the broader 
sense, it denotes all the crosses and tribulations by which faith is tested and tried; in 
the narrower sense, it denotes the anxiety and distresses of a believing soul, which 
arise either from the multitude and greatness of its confessions, or from the denial of 
sensitive consolation and the feeling of abandonment by God; under which the devil 
can all the more torment and distress such a soul with terrors of divine wrath, and with 
anxiety and fear of eternal damnation. In distinction from the more general meaning 
of the word, these temptations are called "spiritual," or, especially with reference to 
their strength, violence, and duration, "high spiritual temptations. 


Although there is something related between temptations and temptations, 
since in both faith is put to the test; yet, according to Fresenius, the difference is that 
temptations are tests which provoke a doing in us, like the temptation of Abraham or 
the temptation of Christ by the devil in the wilderness. The temptations, on the other 
hand 
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They cause suffering in our souls, deny us the comfort of faith in the grace we have 
received, the filiation of God, and the inheritance to come. "These spiritual 
temptations are," as Scriver says in his Seelenschatz 4. Theil, 12. Sermon, "the 
heaviest cross and the greatest affliction, wherewith the just, holy, wise, and gracious 
God is wont to afflict and afflict his faithful, whereby first of all their souls are severely 
taken and afflicted with the sensation of the divine wrath and power of sins, with the 
fear of hell, darkness, dread, terror, melancholy, sadness, despair, and other 
distresses, and other terrifying thoughts and ideas, and soon their bodies will also be 
weakened and emaciated in all their powers, which, however, must be used by the 
Supreme Government for His glory and for the chastening, testing, and purification 
of those who are challenged, but for the edification of others." In this very place 
Scriver cites the following emphatic statement by Luther: "The outward suffering of 
Christians is only the work of children, and only the ABC of their suffering and misery, 
that the world persecutes and drives them away, and proves all kinds of wickedness. 
But this penetrates the fear and woe which they bear in their hearts before God's 
wrath, and fear eternal death, lest they become companions of the devils in the abyss 
of hells, and lie on their hearts day and night, having to struggle with it, that they might 
sweat bloody sweat, that | would much rather lie in prison for a year, suffering hunger 
and thirst, than endure one day such fear of hell from the devil." 


Thesis II. 


The spiritual temptations can have a threefold cause; they can come either 

from God, from the devil, or from one's own heart. 
a. From God. 

One cause of spiritual temptations is God himself, when he hides the face of 
his grace from a devout, believing heart, i.e. withdraws the sensitive comfort of his 
grace, Ps. 88, 15, and Ps. 13, 2, whereby the inward testimony of the Holy Spirit, the 
assurance of filiation with God, is obscured in the soul, and the influx of divine powers 
of grace into the soul is hindered. For by the face of God, says Scriver, is understood 
his gracious and loving presence, his strong and sweet consolation, his peace and 
joy, wherewith he makes glad and blessed the faithful in Christ Jesus. But when it is 
said that God hideth his face, it signifies the withdrawal and concealment of his grace, 
the want of his peace and comfort, which a believing soul, thirsting after God, cannot 
feel without sensation of deep distress and sadness. Ps. 42, 6. 
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On the other hand, the spiritual temptations come from God, when he makes 
his faithful children on earth feel the terrors of his fiery wrath in their souls. To this 
belongs the passage Ps. 88:8, "Thy wrath oppresseth me, and presseth me with all 
thy curses," and ib. V. 8. "| am wretched and faint, that | am so cast down; | suffer 
thy terrors, that | almost despair." This is the climax of all spiritual afflictions, a 
temporal hell; whereby the soul that is afflicted cannot be otherwise than as if it had 
lost God, the Lord Jesus, the Holy Ghost, together with all grace, all love, and all 
comfort, as if it were eternally cast out from God's presence, because he who was 
its only comfort and refuge is opposed to it. 


b. from the devil. 

The following passages testify that God also passes on the temptations of the 
devil to His believing Christians: Luc. 22, 31. 2 Cor. 12, 7. 1 Petr. 5, 8. Ephes. 6, 12. 

The fiery arrows of the evil one mentioned in Eph. 6, 16, the ignita tela satanae, 
belong to this, from which the terrible, even blasphemous thoughts come, which the 
soul must feel against its will and under great anguish of heart. They go, like arrows 
from a bow, swiftly and without courage into the heart; one does not know where 
they come from, wound the soul, and kindle a hellish fire that consumes all powers; 
as there are: Unwillingness, anger, hatred of God, despair, blasphemy, and so on. 

bb. The doubts which the devil arouses in the challenged against the 
truthfulness of the Scriptures themselves belong to this. The "Yes, should God have 
said?" is the old game which the lying spirit still plays to confuse a pious mind and 
rob it of all hope of faith. 

To these also belong the sins which a Christian has committed either before 
or after his conversion, and which the devil, though he has repented of them, brings 
upon him again, and destroys all his repentance, together with the consolation of 
forgiveness. Likewise, when the devil denies forgiveness to a sorrowful and anxious 
heart, pretending that his sin is greater than it can be forgiven, and makes a sin of 
another that is not a sin, a soul may be thrown into the greatest fear and anxiety, and 
lose all certainty of its state of grace. 


c. from your own heart. 

That one's own heart can also be a cause of spiritual temptations is clearly 
proven by such passages of Scripture as Jer. 17, 9. and Matth. 15, 19. The more the 
heart is naturally inclined to worry, pusillanimity, fearfulness, sadness and 
melancholy, the more often will 
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it will be subject to temptations. Such temptations coming from the heart are: 
a. suspicious thoughts about God's holy and righteous government, Ps. 73:2. 
b. Too much gloom and sadness, Jer. 20, 14. 
the temptation because of the sin against the Holy Spirit and because of 
the election; 

c. The temptation of an all-silly heart, that the promise is not for him alone, that 
God is not gracious to him alone. 

In the case of these three different causes of temptation, it must be 
remembered that one cause is seldom the sole cause. This is only a conceptual 
distinction, but it is founded in Scripture and is necessary because all temptation, 
whose author is God, cannot lead to evil, as is the case with temptation that comes 
from the devil or from one's own heart. Therefore their effects must also be different. 


Thesis III. 


These challenges also differ in their effects, their degree, and their duration. 
1. In view of their effects. 


When, in the spiritual temptations that come from God, a believing Christian is 
deprived of the sense of divine grace, the comfort of the Holy Spirit, and the spiritual 
strength that he otherwise has for joyful faith and sweet, confident conversation with 
Christ, our dear Savior, it cannot be otherwise than that he finds himself in a desert, 
drought, and desolation. For when the springs of life and spiritual strength cease to 
flow, or flow but sparsely, man feels that in himself he is poor, scanty, unfit, powerless 
to do any good. But this is precisely what God wants to accomplish by concealing his 
face in this way. He thereby preserves man from all self-exaltation, and, by depriving 
him of it, sharpens his spiritual hunger and thirst, so that he cries out the more 
earnestly, as David did in the wilderness: "My soul thirsteth for thee, my flesh desireth 
thee, in a dry and parched land, where there is no water." 

But if God, according to his holy counsel and will, sometimes makes the godly 
taste and feel his wrath, and makes the curse of the law and its threats strong in their 
consciences, it cannot seem to them otherwise than as if they were cast out from 
before his face, as if he had shut up his mercy from wrath. Yet God's hidden power 
sustains them, and the Holy Spirit represents them with his inexpressible-. 
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sighs. Just as Christ, while he does not answer the Canaanite woman's piteous cries 
and acts as if she had no hope of help from him because she is a pagan and 
unworthy of the kingdom of God, nevertheless secretly strengthens her faith and 
makes her a true heroine of the faith, So also all the children of God, when for a time 
they do not see the face of his grace, but only feel his wrath and anger, must use 
such temptation to make them the smaller and the more vain in their own eyes, and 
learn to cling the more closely to the free grace and mercy in Christ. 

So all temptations which come from God have indeed the effect of making man 
small, of showing him his nothingness, of making him feel how powerless he is in 
himself to all spiritual and divine things, when God restrains the powers of his grace; 
but as God is no tempter to evil, so also the temptations which come from him carry 
no temptation to evil in them, but rather a hidden power to draw souls nearer and 
closer to himself. 

The effects of satanic temptations are different. They are a temptation to evil, 
for the devil's intention is to tear the believing soul away from God, from trust in His 
grace in Christ, from His love, to extinguish faith in the heart, to fill it with distrust, 
evil suspicion, hatred and enmity against God. Hence the blasphemous, despairing, 
and anti-God thoughts which the devil puts into the hearts of those who are 
challenged, and which they suffer with the utmost pain of their souls against their 
will, and put them in such fear that they would rather suffer all bodily torture and 
death for them. He, the devil, accuses God in their hearts, as if he were unmerciful 
and cruel to them, Job 30:21. "He can," as Luther says, "so burden and afflict a heart 
with fright, doubt, and despondency, as it almost shuns God, becomes hostile, and 
blasphemes, that to a wretched conscience it is no other than that God, the devil, 
death, sin, hell, and all creatures are One Thing, and have all become his eternal 
unceasing enemies." 

If the Christian were always aware that these terrible temptations came from 
the devil, he would fight them in the strength of faith and with undaunted courage; 
but this is the devil's poisonous trick, that he imagines that all these abominable and 
blasphemous thoughts against God come from their own hearts. Hence these sad 
thoughts are usually added, that God has given them a wrong mind, and because of 
their blasphemy has cast them out of his sight for ever, so that they can never again 
come to his mercy and be saved. Therefore they consider themselves the most 
wretched creatures under the sun, much inferior and inferior to a poor despised 
worm that is trampled under foot, and often wish that they had never been born, 
even that they had not been born. 
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seek the day of their birth. Job 3, 1. It would not be possible that. under this heavy 
temptation a soul could be preserved, if Christ's power were not mighty in the weak. 
2 Cor. 12, 9. 


2. ...with regard to their degree. 


In this respect also the temptations are different. The greater the instrument of 
the Holy Spirit, the more important the work He wants to accomplish in His Church 
through it, the greater the graces and gifts given to them, the greater the spiritual 
temptations tend to be. An example is Paul 2 Cor. 12:7, "lest | should exalt myself in 
high revelations," etc. Job 1:8: "for there is none like him in the land, bad and right, 
fearing God, and shunning evil"; Compare with 6:2-4. Of Luther see, e. g., what he 
says of his temptations in his letter to Dr. Just. Jonas, 1527: "| now bear the wrath of 
the Lord, because | have sinned against him. The pope and emperor, the princes, 
bishops, and the whole world, are aping and persecuting me. And that is not enough, 
| am also harassed and tormented by the brethren. Yes, my sins, death and Satan 
with his angels rage and rage without ceasing. And what can sustain and comfort 
me, if Christ should also forsake me, since they are my enemies for his sake? But he 
will not utterly forsake me poor sinner, who think myself the most wretched of all 
men." Further, to Mich. Stiefel in October of the same year: "| have now been quite 
weak and miserable for almost three months, not only in body, but even more so in 
spirit and mind, that | can write little or nothing. Thus Satan has seen me. Pray for 
me that God will keep me, as he does." To Melanchthon on October 29 of the same 
year: "Pray sincerely and earnestly for me, a poor, rejected worm, who is so severely 
afflicted with sadness and melancholy of spirit, but according to the good, gracious 
will of the merciful Father in heaven, to whom be praise, honor and glory, even in my 
great distress and anguish." As a day of the hottest temptation the dear man of God 
described the 6th of July of this year, so full of temptation for him, against Just. Jonah 
with the words: "Jonah, | must remember yesterday; | went to school on it and sat in 
a hot sweat bath. The Lord leads into hell and out again." 


3. In view of their duration 


the temptations are just as varied. They can last for months and years. Matth. Flacius 
tells of himself that he was three years in heavy temptations and during this time he 
experienced the wrath of God, the tyranny of the devil and his many fiery arrows, the 
power of the 
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He felt the sins and wickedness of the old Adam and his hatred and foolishness 
against God. He rarely felt the consolation of the Holy Spirit for a very short time, 
considered himself completely rejected, and very often wished for death. 

Dr. Selnecker writes of an old, faithful, pious, and learned pastor who often 
complained to him with tears that he was often very frightened in his sermons and in 
the administration of Holy Communion, and was provoked against his will to 
detestable blasphemies, and had already struggled with this challenge for 30 years. 
Wellerus, Mathesius and Sarcerius are also cited as examples of long-lasting 
temptations. Taulerus could therefore not preach for two years; Joh. Schmidt 
therefore could not perform his ministry for a long time. 


Thesis IV. 


No true child of God on earth can be without temptation; but not all of God's 
children have to experience what are actual high spiritual temptations. 


a. No true child of God can be without temptation, for 

a. It is necessary for every Christian to be trained in faith, the word of God and 
prayer. Is. 28,19.: "For only the challenge teaches to remember the word." Luther's 
words on this subject: "Vexatio dat intellectum. As long as men enjoy peace and 
security, they despise and neglect the Word. But when the challenge comes, then 
they believe that what they were previously reminded of by the Word is true. So also 
the pious do not feel the power and fruit of the word, except in temptation." J. Gerhard 
says in his Tentatio probat, purgat, illuminat." 

b. because we live in the flesh and have the devil around us, and therefore no 
Christian remains unchallenged by the devil, world and flesh. 1 Petr. 5, 8. Joh. 15, 
19. 20. and Jac. 1, 14. See Luther on the 6th petition in the Large Catechism: "Now 
this is not called introducing into temptation, when he gives us strength and power 
to resist, but the temptation is not taken away, nor removed. For no one can avoid 
temptation and irritation, because we live in the flesh and have the devil around us; 
and if nothing else comes of it, we must suffer temptation, yes, we must be caught 
up in it; but we pray that we may not fall into it and be drowned in it. Therefore it is 
much another thing to feel temptation, and to consent to it, or to say yes to it. We 
must all feel them, though not all alike, but some more and more grievously; as the 
youth chiefly of the flesh, and afterward that which is grown up and old of the world; 
but the others that deal in spiritual things, that is, strong Christians, of the devil. But 
such feeling, because it is against our will 
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And no one can be harmed if we are not tempted, for if we do not feel it, it cannot be 
called a temptation. Therefore we Christians must be prepared for this and wait daily 
to be challenged without ceasing, so that no one may go so safely and carelessly as 
if the devil were far from us, but wait for the strokes everywhere..." 
because the challenge is necessary to kill the flesh. "Therefore," says 

Luther to Genesis 45:3, "we must be punished and humbled; and if it is not by 
shedding of blood or by sorrow, as was the suffering of the holy martyrs, it must be 
by spiritual temptation, sorrow, pain, and anguish, which we have in our hearts. For 
otherwise we would perish in sins, because our flesh is corrupt, poisoned, and even 
leprous, and needs a physician to save the corrupt flesh through the cross, torture, 
sorrow, and shame; for this is the proper remedy, that God may put away sin. The 
Scriptures are full of such examples, namely, that the saints must be used. For out of 
temptation they forget spiritual exercise, and pray, believe, and praise God the more 
diligently. But again, in distress and affliction, they cry out, sigh, and lament, and are 
thus exercised and instructed in the word, as Isaias saith, Cap. 28, 19." - 

b. Not all of God's children need to experience what the right high spiritual 
temptations are; 

aa. because they are not absolutely necessary for the proving of faith, but 
belong to the mysterious guidance of God, much of which remains hidden from us; 

bb. because the causes for which such temptations are imposed are not 
present in all God's children. These causes lie partly in God himself, in that by such 
high spiritual trials he prepares for himself his instruments, who are an example to 
others of a high and strong faith, and are able to comfort others in their temptations, 
1 Cor. 4:9 and 1 Cor. 1:4. partly they lie in man, in that some are preserved only by 
such hard and severe trials, so that they do not fall back again into the sins in which 
they were deeply entangled before their conversion. Further, that some, with their 
high gifts, need the greater humiliation, lest they exalt themselves. 2 Cor. 12:7; 

cc. Because experience testifies that many truly believing and born-again 
children of God know what to say from their own experience about the ordinary 
spiritual temptations, but not about the high ones. All these would be in fear, anxiety, 
and doubt as to their sonship with God, if all God's children, without exception, were 
required to experience those high spiritual temptations. 
(To be continued.) 


1gE . W. Hengstenberg's former behaviour 


E. W. Hengstenberg's former behavior towards the persecuted Silesian 
Lutherans. 


In an advertisement of Prof. Dr. J. Bachmann's writing "Von E. W. 
Hengstenberg's Leben und Wirken" (Gitersloh 1879. C. Bertelsmann), found in the 
"Mecklenburgischen Kirchen- und Zeitblatt" of September 15, we read the following: 

Although the Evangelische Kirchenzeitung treated all kinds of ecclesiastical 
affairs at home and abroad with great frankness, and through the reputation it had 
already acquired at that time, it had acquired the unmistakable vocation of having a 
decisive say in all ecclesiastical questions and of setting the tone for believing circles, 
and to set the tone for the faithful circles, she not only avoided at first all discussions 
about the Agende and the manner of its introduction, but did not even have a word 
of rebuke about the acts of violence perpetrated against the Silesian Lutherans. 
Asked by Ger lach for a testimony in this matter, Hengstenberg answered by referring 
to the censorship, against which he did not see himself in a position "to make a 
confession for the Silesian brethren at the same time as stating the misgivings which 
the Kirchenzeitung had from the beginning against the Lutheran movement. But it 
was precisely by emphasizing his difference from the Silesian Lutherans that 
Hengstenberg was able to gain room to take them up again, which would certainly 
have been possible in spite of the censorship, as Gerlach gave him "to consider". 
Nevertheless, Hengstenberg continued to remain silent; indeed, although he had 
declared, in reference to feilt's previous silence, that "every one-sided exposition, 
even if it should be so just in and of itself, is unjust precisely because of its one- 
sidedness," he did not remain true to this principle, but rather committed the injustice 
of declaring himself against the principles of the Lutherans without at the same time 
protesting against the rape inflicted upon them. When, however, the Protestant 
church newspaper was forbidden to include all articles which combat the Agenda, 
the Union, and the existing ecclesiastical constitution, Hengstenberg, who otherwise 
was so proud of his freedom from the fear of man and his striving for the favor of 
man, was submissive enough to justify the rejection of articles which were intended 
to defend the Lutherans by invoking Genesis 30:2, which sounded like a mockery. 
But it was downright dishonorable that Hengstenberg, who had to and wanted to 
reject the articles for the Lutherans, nevertheless continued to attack them. This 
procedure deserves the strongest censure. We would have wished that Professor 
Bachmann would have condemned Hengstenberg's conduct at least on this point. It 
deserves full recognition what Jul. Miller in a letter of Feb. 21, 1835, to Hengstenberg 
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writes: "My concern is this: as long as the Lutherans, as a result of the Cab. order, 
have to suffer the harshest oppressions and persecutions, the crudest violence from 
the temporal power, is it fitting for the Christian to fight these outwardly oppressed 
with the weapons of the spirit? Does he not thereby encourage and support an 
ungodly activity, which is most certainly an abomination in the sight of the Lord, and 
make a covenant between the holy weapons of the Spirit and between the weapons 
of the flesh, which are worthy of cursing, and which ought to remain eternally 
separated? Do you not charge your church-newspaper with the heavy judgment that 
you want to supplement by biblical arguments what the police and Bayonnette are 
not able to do by themselves? | do not understand your procedure in this respect, 
and it is even more incomprehensible to me how Hahn could bring himself to preach 
peace and reconciliation in the church at Hénigern, while outside the military sought 
to achieve the same end by forceful, physical means. The dogmatic views of these 
Lutherans seem to me in part to be in great need of combating, but | am unable to 
say a word against them as long as they are counteracted by external means of 
violence. And even if | can conceive of the possibility of a somewhat different 
standpoint than mine, you seem to me to be obligated before God to express your 
abhorrence of this unjust and violent procedure, by which the Uniate Church in 
Prussia now allows itself to be protected against its opponents, in the most definite 
and emphatic manner, at the risk of thereby incurring the wrath of your King and 
Ministry, and even of seeing your effectiveness and that of your church newspaper 
inhibited from now on. My second concern relates to the relation in which your zeal 
for the Union stands to your view of the authority of the symbolic books." It is very 
meaningless when Hengstenberg, on the other hand, says with emphasis: "One can 
show even a single passage in it (the Evangelical Church Newspaper) in which 
persecutory measures against it were declared lawful," much less where it 
"counseled attacks on its freedom of conscience, persecutory measures against it." 
From the editor of the Protestant church paper more was just to be demanded, 
namely, a decided protest against the proceedings of the government. This would 
have saved the king from further injustice. It does not make a favorable impression 
when Hengstenberg appeals to his probity and reckless frankness in regard to his 
conduct in this matter. This appeal does not show a good conscience in this matter, 
and is reminiscent of a well-known adage. If one inquires into the reasons for this 
striking attitude of Hengstenberg's 
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it is not sufficient to point out the unionist trait of the revivalist era that is inherent in 
him; nor is the fact that Hengstenberg "owed no one more than Calvin" for his 
theology, and that he had personally received so much from believers of the 
Reformed confession, sufficient to justify H.'s conduct in this matter, the treatment of 
which on the part of the government must have filled every honest man with 
indignation. However, the debate on this matter, as well as later on similar occasions, 
showed that Hengstenberg had never completely broken with Reformed views, which 
is why it is certainly not accidental that he went out with a denial of the fundamental 
doctrine of the Lutheran Church. Nevertheless, he should have acknowledged the 
fact that the Lutheran confession, and thus the Lutheran Church, had been impaired 
by the Union and the Agende, and should have done justice to the appearance of the 
Silesian Lutherans; above all, he, who otherwise knew how to emphasize the value 
of the ecclesiastical confession, should have protected the Lutherans, whom he even 
recognized as his brothers and to whom he had personally become close, against 
the violent actions of the government. Hengstenberg himself gives the explanation 
for the silence of the Lutheran Church Newspaper with respect to the violent 
measures of the government in the following words: "When the Ev. K.-Z. began its 
profession, the Union was already a fait accompli. It was so powerfully protected by 
the church regime and had penetrated so deeply into the life of the church that to 
stand against it unconditionally meant at the same time to renounce its effectiveness 
in the national church" (1847, 5.). These are basically the "higher considerations" of 
which he speaks in another place. In the end, his own effectiveness in the national 
church is more important to him than the truth and right of the Lutheran confession. 
The reference to the "higher commandment of love" and to the hope of the rationalists 
to have the kingdom alone in the state church does not change this. As is well known, 
the Evangelical Church Newspaper and the party of the Vereinslutherans have not 
got beyond this Hengstenbergian standpoint to the present day. In spite of all 
conferences, resolutions, and assurances, the caeterum censeo of these so-called 
Lutherans remains: effectiveness in the national church. The church regiment knows 
exactly what to make of such resolutions and assurances; after all, one reassures 
oneself with the "higher" wisdom learned from Hengstenberg in the case of unclear 
compromises. This is the curse of the attitude of the Evangelical Church Newspaper 
and its party, inaugurated by Hengstenberg, that it is waging a hopeless struggle 
against the rapes of the Union, and that in this struggle so many noble forces, often 
with wounded consciences, are consuming themselves in vain. Had Hengstenberg at 
the proper time, without regard to the possible consequences, opposed the ver- 


Literature. 21 


If Hengstenberg had been able to bear witness to the Lutheran's opposition to the 
Union, the historical development of the Lutheran Church in Prussia would have 
been different according to human judgment, but Hengstenberg himself would have 
been spared a reproach that casts a dark shadow on his character. Diplomacy in 
matters of the Kingdom of God is always evil. - Would that at least all those editors 
of ecclesiastical papers within the regional churches, who profess to be attached to 
the Lutheran church and doctrine, would take this to heart, so that they do not remain 
silent out of regional church politics to the persecutions of the free churches by the 
authorities. W. 
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Life and Work of the Holy Apostles of the Lord. By August Emil Frey, 
Lutheran pastor at St. Mark's, Brooklyn, N. Y. New York. Lutheran 
Publishers' Association. 1880. 


This book, too, is a new, beautiful product of Father Frey's diligent work in the 
service of the church. It gives a vivid account of the life and work of the holy apostles, 
as well as the most necessary historical information concerning their writings. It is to 
be highly commended that the booklet "adheres almost exclusively to the authentic 
sources of the Word of God" and has taken only a few things from the so uncertain 
tradition, even though the temptation was great to use the "circle of legends" more 
abundantly to complete and round off the life pictures drawn. We can recommend 
this book, which is the third volume of the "Missionary Library for Young and Old", 
but forms an independent whole, with a clear conscience, even if we do not want to 
repeat or copy every word of the dear author; for example, when he writes on page 
58: "Paul was much too independent a character to have been able to stand beside 
an equal co-worker for long. Probably even without the deal with Mark he would not 
have worked long by the side of a Barnabas; he had to have his own work." - The 
book is 148 pages in paperback, and with the exception of the 3rd page, which 
contains the preface, is in good clear print. The decoration is quite beautiful. Twelve 
handsome pictures adorn the booklet. The selling price is: one copy, finely bound, 
with gilt cover pressing 30 cts. postage paid; without postage 25 cts. The dozen 
without postage $2.50. W. 
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M. Anton Laulerbach's, Diaconi zu Wittenberg, Tagebuch auf das Jahr 1538, 
die Hauptquelle der Tischreden Luthers. Edited from the manuscript by 
Lic. theol. Johann Carl Seidemann, Pastor zu Eschdorf. Dresden 1872, 
published by Justus Naumann's Buchhandlung. (Heinrich Naumann.) 


For years, this book has been sent to us by the publisher for display and review. 
Unfortunately, we have refrained from displaying it for lack of time, since we did not 
want to do so until we had read the book word for word. We feel this omission of ours 
more and more as a guilt not only against the dear Mr. Publisher, who wanted to 
make a most valuable gift accessible to his fellow believers, the Lutherans, with this 
book, but also against our brothers in the holy ministry here and our entire American 
Lutheran Church. So then, we finally want to pay this debt of ours by the present 
announcement. The author of the diary, A. Lauterbach, was born in Stolpen near 
Dresden in 1502 and entered the University of Leipzig in 1517, where he soon 
became a Baccalaureus. He himself, however, recalling this, says: "| was already 
Baccalaureus, yet all my life | had not heard a saying of the Biblia. It was a strange 
thing to me." (Introduction p. VI.) In 1521 he removed to Wittenberg, where he 
became Magister, and for some time became Luther's housemate, table-goer, and 
highly esteemed friend and mentor. In 1533 he became a deacon in Leisnig, but on 
Luther's recommendation he was called back to Wittenberg to the second deaconry 
there in 1537. Luther requested him from the Leisnig city council with the remark: 
"Such stones will not be found on all streets." (de Wette V, 21.) The year 1538, which 
now followed, was the year in which Lauterbach diligently made notes of utterances 
of Luther which seemed important to him, and which at last filled a whole volume, 
which was found anew in 1870 in the Royal Public Library at Dresden, and was put 
into print by Seidemann in 1872. It is true that Lauterbach's notes have already been 
used to a not insignificant extent by the collectors of Luther's table speeches; but not 
only are there many highly instructive speeches by Luther in this diary, which one 
otherwise searches in vain, but Seidemann has also provided them with many 
historical and critical notes, which contribute not a little to the understanding of the 
notes. As much as the lack of reliability of some of Luther's collected table speeches 
has otherwise been complained about, Lauterbach's "Diary", on the other hand, as 
Seidemann rightly remarks, "preserves all the freshness and unadornedness of what 
was heard". Yet the "loud" man gives what he "mostly still wrote down in Luther's 
apartment and at his table." For instructive entertainment 
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after laborious work of the day we would hardly know something more suitable for a 
preacher for his lecture in the late evening. The text, by the way, is in Latin with only 
German sentences interspersed here and there. -We also mention that Lauterbach 
became the first Lutheran superintendent in Pirna in 1539, where he died blessedly 
in 1560. The price of the beautifully illustrated 221 -page book in large octavo is only 
3% Marks. W. 


Regius, Urbanus, Formulae caute loquendi. How to Speak Carefully and without 
Annoyance of the Most Noble Articles of Christian Doctrine. Newly published 
by H. Steinmetz, pastor in Celle. Celle 1880, Capaun-Karlowa. (80 p. 8.) 1 
Mk. 


This new edition of a writing that was once elevated to a Particular Confession 
is announced in Luthardt's "Theol. Literaturblatt" of October 15 as follows: "It is an 
exceedingly lovely gift with which the editor of this excellent, once much-named 
writing of the noble Urbanus Regius has bestowed us. Originally’ dedicated 'to the 
young preachers of the Gospel in the Principality of LUneburg-, the treatise proceeds 
in the best sense of the word in casual order of the discussion of the following pieces: 
Repentance, faith, good works, measurement, law, free will, divine providence, 
Christian liberty, authority, how all are taught by God, satisfaction, virginity, 
confession, statutes of men, fasting, prayer, calling on saints, images, burial. As 
freely as these individual pieces are strung together, as strictly uniform is the spirit 
that pervades them all: a spirit of holy measure, that one could give the book the 
motto: "By weapons of righteousness to the right and to the left. For Urbanus Regius 
walks the path of moderate middle ground between Rome and the swarming spirits, 
that path which characterizes the true Reformation. Unfortunately, the somewhat 
antique title does not foreshadow the treasure of edification that this freshly written, 
warmly heartfelt work offers. We wished it the widest circulation in contrast to so 
much that is unhealthy in our day. For the editor rightly says in his simple and 
beautiful epilogue: ‘The disease which Regius faced as a prudent physician is 
spiritual hypertrophy (or overgrowth), and this disease is even now widespread, 
though at present it expresses itself in other, symptoms. It is always the same 
disease, when a truth, which is in itself correct, is strained and thereby perverted, so 
that it exerts the most harmful influence on the whole organism of our holy doctrine.- 
These are golden words, worthy of all heeding, a diagnosis or clinical picture, to 
which the little book of Regius relates like a recept and remedy. Omitted we would 
have wished p. 66-69; which section is also not included in the Corpus doctrinae 


Wilhelminum and Julium, resp. approbirt." - 
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Unfortunately, we cannot say what the section on pages 66-69, which the reviewer 

wishes to see omitted, is about, since we have not yet received the new print. 

Whatever it may be, however, we would like to credit Mr. P. Steinmetz with having 

made the old Regius accessible to the present again, completely unabridged. 
W. 
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|. America. 


Sanctificationists. A correspondent of a local political newspaper wrote about this new 
sect: "It did not originate here (in Texas); it has been traced to Minnesota without being able to 
determine where it actually found its origin. The first tabernacle is said to have stood somewhere 
in Nebraska about eight years ago. Two years ago a pair of Sanctificationists came to Lawrence 
in Kaufmann County, Texas, and planted a church there. They believe that the second Christ 
walks among them on earth, and is called the second Christ by a divine inspiration. Those who 
have thus been sanctified by the Spirit must abstain from all food and preach in the streets and 
open fields. For every thirty members there is a second Christ. Incredibly, as it seems, this sect 
nevertheless found many followers and there are said to be even now in Kaufmann and Ennis 
County over 3000 Sanctificationists. The Holy Spirit comes upon the female as well as the male. 
The first "second Christ" in Texas was Sister Rice. Haynes, a Baptist preacher of Corsicana, 
came to Kaufmann County, became acquainted with the new sect there, joined it at once, and 
transplanted the teachings of it to Corsicana. Here and in the surrounding country a large portion 
of the people were seized with the Sanctificationist madness, and all flocked to the city to hear 
the new prophet Haynes. A tabernacle was immediately built and regular services instituted. A 
highly respected preacher of the Presbyterian Church, Goodnight, was converted to the new 
doctrine, and received divine illumination. The mischief became so bad that the citizens expelled 
the sect and pulled down the tabernacle.... A part of the sect went to Dallas, but kept quiet there 
and was not heard from for a long time. Goodnight left his co-religionists in Dallas and traveled 
to Boston, where he had an interview with Thomas, whom he believed to be the true second 
Christ. From Boston he first went to New York and began preaching in the streets there. Then he 
haunted Brooklyn and preached his doctrine on every street corner. He went on to Albany, 
Philadelphia, and other places, and was finally admitted to Sing Sing, New York, where he was 
strangely permitted to preach to the convicts. He was a man of no uncommon education, and 
had served for many years as professor of an academy in Lebanon, Tennessee. His relatives at 
last took charge of him and brought him to Cincinnati to the private lunatic asylum of Dr. Everett, 
where he still remains. The doctor pronounced him hopelessly insane. Last week the 
Sanctificationists again made their presence known in Dallas. It was discovered that they were 
up to the old mischief in a house in one of the suburbs. A German woman, named Miller, and 
her married daughter, named Copenhagen, lived in York. Both counted themselves among the 
saints. About a 
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Dozens of members of the sect were constantly consorting with them. All had set themselves to 
fasting, and the two wenches had conspired to touch no food at all, since God had sanctified their 
bodies for that purpose. One day Mrs. Copenhagen declared to her co-religionists that she had 
received an inspiration from the Holy Spirit, and that the next day she would proclaim what the 
Holy Spirit had commanded her. As a result, the whole congregation gathered the next day. Mrs. 
Copenhagen came before them and said that she was chosen to be the second Christ and that 
the Holy Spirit commanded her to show herself to the congregation in all her purity. With this she 
completely undressed herself, and in a naked state began to dance about the room like a 
madwoman, throwing herself on the ground and jumping here and there. In doing so, she fell on 
the hot stove and seriously burned her arms and chest. At last the scandal became so great that 
the police were summoned, who took the whole clan into custody. It now appeared that the two 
women were in a state of mental excitement bordering on insanity. Three of the men who were 
present would be declared insane by the doctors. The women are calmer now, but their condition 
is still alarming. They will probably be sent to the madhouse. 

Otterbein's Pneumatology. The "Happy Messenger", organ of the Methodist "United 
Brethren" or Otterbein people, in an editorial entitled "The Essence of God", gives the following: 
"God, in order to come closer to our concept of Him, is presented to us in holy scripture as a 
corporeal being; and this is not only empty talk, but it is in reality so. His body consists of spiritual 
substances, of which, of course, we cannot form a true concept. The angels, too, are spirits, and 
yet they have a body or corpse that can even adapt itself to human forms and customs. It is said 
of God that his garment is light, which points to his spirit or light body. If God were formless or 
bodiless, how could he have made creatures in his own image? Thus we read in the Old 
Testament that the Lord appeared, and yet a spirit, by its very nature, cannot appear. He must 
therefore assume some form of manifestation in order to make himself known personally. And if 
God has manifested himself in the flesh, in Christ, we have the image of God before our eyes. 
Christ says that no one has seen the Father, but he who sees Him sees the Father. If God were 
imageless according to the concept of an imageless spirit, why did He forbid to make an image 
of Him? It is true that an earthly eye cannot behold God, but can the eyes of a spirit? How then 
shall the cherubim and seraphim fall down before Him, if He has no body visible to them? Why is 
it promised to those who are pure in heart that they shall see God? A spirit, as such, is not to be 
seen, well to be felt, its working power to be perceived, but not to be seen with eyes. We cannot 
conceive of a God at all who cannot be perceived as an absolute spirit. 


Il. foreign countries. 


Admission of foreign believers to Holy Communion. In a critique of the expert opinion 
requested from Prof. Delitzsch and issued by him on the conduct of the Breslau Church against 
the Hanoverian Church, Father J. Nagel, in his "Kirchen-Blatt far die ev.-luth. Gemeinden in 
PreuBen" (Church Bulletin for the Lutheran Congregations in Prussia) of Nov. 15 of last year, 
writes, among other things, the following quite correctly: "In general, however, every righteous 
pastor, as soon as someone reports for Holy Communion, against whose public conduct he 
objects, is not allowed to admit foreign believers to Holy Communion. 
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If a person finds something to remember, he must by no means be satisfied with the demands 
made by Dr. Delitzsch, but must also demand a penitent removal of the impulses in his walk. To 
the public walk, by which we are to prove our faith, belongs also the church fellowship in which 
a person publicly stands. If now someone comes who for his own person confesses the simple 
Christian faith, especially also the Lutheran communion faith, as his own, which also seems to 
be demanded by Dr. Delitzsch, but who nevertheless resolutely refuses to avoid the Reformed 
or Uniate church fellowship henceforth, then such a person cannot be considered a penitent 
communion guest, if one does not - though genuinely Uniate! - from his belonging to a false 
church altogether, and declare it to be a middle thing to which church a man outwardly adheres, 
whence then follows with necessity the right of the individual to the so-called ‘sacramental 
liberality,’ which Dr. Delitzsch, after all, also rejects with us in principle, and there can no longer 
be any question of a power on the part of the pastors to recognize or reject this necessary 
consequence at their own discretion. But between a man like Delitzsch and us there should at 
least be no dispute that it is truly not indifferent to the simple Christian faith, but a serious matter 
of conscience and a part of sanctification, that one also outwardly adheres to the church that 
teaches this simple Christian faith purely and unanimously. Even the mild Spener, in his 
explanation of the Lutheran Catechism (in the article on the church), demanded with the greatest 
decisiveness that every Christian who could recognize and had recognized the true orthodox 
church - as dear as his blessedness was to him - must also outwardly adhere to the same. The 
fact that this truth is now generally forgotten or considered fanaticism, etc., is precisely what gives 
the Union the greatest encouragement and makes any understanding of our struggle and our 
position impossible or at least extremely difficult. 

Hanover. Since it now seems as if the Oberconsistorium "will finally take action against the 
rationalist pastors within the state church, they are now turning the tables not at all clumsily and 
reminding us that the Oberconsistorialrathe themselves do not teach according to the confession 
to which they are committed. In doing so, they have particularly aimed it at Oberconsistorialrath 
Dr. Dusterdieck. The Hannoversche Courier says in No. 10631 that if Dr. D., who teaches in his 
Apol. Contributions, that the Holy Scriptures are not entirely God's Word. If Dr. D., who in his 
Apol. contributions teaches that the Holy Scriptures are not entirely the Word of God, that the 
Bible contains sacred legends, and that he himself can err in doctrine, is allowed to be a member 
of the Landesconsistorii, how can one then deny a synodal member the right to measure the 
confessions by the standards of modern science? All this is admitted by the "Hannoversche 
Pastéral-Correspondenz" of November 27th of this year, Dr. DUsterdieck, however, 
acknowledges a "human side" to the Scriptures, "which is not only shown in the fact that every 
Scripture has the individuality of the author, that every apostle, etc., from a different side is 
included in the Scriptures. leads from another side into the truth, which even for him can only be 
discerned in bits and pieces, but also in the fact that, as God has revealed Himself in stories and 
dreams, so also in poetic forms, among which the sacred saga is to be counted, and that the 
sacred writers have not only erred in relatively indifferent, historical, and such things, but also in 
regard to doctrine." But the "Correspondence" finds nothing at all objectionable in this. It 
continues: "In the history of creation, in the history of the Fall, for example, Dr. D. distinguishes 
between the legendary form and the divine content of revelation, which to him is unimpeachable 
in its entire scope. Nor is he of the opinion that the contents of Scripture can only be obtained 
after a distinction has been made between the human and the divine; for (!) this distinction is, 
according to him, one of the most difficult and delicate. 
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Theology, with which it will never be able to cope. Therefore, this distinction is not intended to 
have any influence (!) on the extraction of the doctrinal content of the Holy Scriptures; Dr. D. only 
wants to arrive at a truly vivid ethical concept of inspiration, existing before the historical facts 
and corresponding to Christian science and Christian life. He also wants to avoid conflict with 
natural science; since in his view, for example, we are not to place the main emphasis on the 
how of creation or the Fall, that is, on external circumstances, but on the revealed things that 
concern faith. Now as to erring in doctrine, there is, however, in Dr. D.'s opinion, one erroneous 
doctrinal exposition of the apostles in the New Testament. They erred, he says, wisely of the 
nearness of the Parousia, and could do so all the more, because the HErr ,in his prophecies of 
the end of the world, the first demonstration, still falling in the midst of this time, of his world- 
judgment, as it were the first act of the one world-judgment to be finally executed at the last day, 
with that great final conclusion, namely, the destruction of Jerusalem and the breaking up of the 
Old Testament covenant people." The alleged error of the apostles is thus justified by the 
"Pastoral Correspondence" by attributing the guilt of it to Christ! But when it says in the following: 
"But the correction of this singular" (underlined by the writer) "error is found in the apostolic 
writings themselves," one is reminded of the neat excuse of Mohamed, who says in the 2nd sura 
of his Bible: "If we abolish or forget verses (in the Koran), we give better ones, or at least good 
ones for them." Finally, the "Pastoral-Correspondenz" sings the new and now almost old song: 
"Thus, according to Dr. D.'s view, the whole of Scripture remains, under all circumstances, 
without error with respect to doctrine"; as it seems, it thinks, because the error is neutralized by 
the truth that also occurs. Indeed, if this is the state of the judges of rationalistic preachers, then 
it looks sad enough. W. 

Hanover. Dr. Munkel's "Neues Zeitblatt" of Nov. 3 of last year also reports something 
pleasant in addition to many unpleasant things. We read there: "The past week has had to deal 
with the "Faith Party" in Osnabriick, which has fallen to the ground. York has elected 
Veesenmeyer as pastor at St. Catherine's Church in Mannheim. Such clergymen of foreign 
confession are in and of themselves not electable in the Lutheran Landeskirche, but because 
Veesenmeyer had already been elected, and invoked his Lutheran confession, he was required 
to appear before the Landes-Consistorium and the Synodal Committee for a colloquium on 
account of his orthodoxy from October 28. Thereby the conscience of the "party of faith" was 
struck. The Osnabrtick City Consistory made the request to be admitted to the Colloquium as a 
listener, for reasons that can be easily guessed. When it was rejected by a second attempt, a 
few hundred Protestant men gathered in Osnabriick to avert the Colloquium by a petition and a 
deputation to the L. Consistory. Although Grass himself confessed in the meeting that 
Veesenmeyer had been chosen because he was a liberal theologian, he insisted that 
Veesenmeyer declare himself to stand by the Lutheran confession "in all essential points" and 
that he would sign the Osnabriick Formula of Commitment of 1688, both after the warning of Dr. 
Spiegel. For the sake of peace it fei commanded that Veesenmeyer be confirmed without 
colloquy, otherwise peace would be disturbed for many years to come. What is to be expected 
from this has been shown us by the recent scandals of the Osnabrtick District Synod, and we 
understand why it is desired to strengthen the "faith party" of Spiegel, Regula, and Weidner. Such 
surreptitious fear and public distortion of the facts of the case 
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could only reinforce the necessity of the Colloquium. The President of the LandesConsistorium, 
Minister Lichtenberg, declared that the Colloquium could not be delayed, but should proceed with 
all equity and justice. On the appointed day, Veesenmeyer appeared before the united Collegium, 
and was examined by Abbot Dr. Uhlhorn and O.-C.-R. Dr. Dusterdiek for about 5 hours. 
Veesenmeyer's evasive explanations lacked clarity and definiteness on several occasions. He 
confessed to a real resurrection of Christ in a transfigured body, even if the manner of the 
resurrection was hidden from him. Concerning the divinity of Christ, he conceded only this much, 
that Christ was designed from the beginning to be sinless and in this respect was one with God. 
In the Lutheran confessions, he distinguished between the dogmatic version and the content of 
the faith, and he took such a position on the latter that he alone decided on it according to his 
conscience and did not want to be bound by any obligation to the confessions. Although several 
articles were still being discussed, his declarations about the person of Christ and the 
commitment to the confessions were sufficient to deny him orthodoxy and thus at the same time 
the ability to hold the clerical office in the Lutheran church, which was granted to him. 

Hanover. The separate congregation in Celle, which at first consisted of only one family, 
and at present of 15 communicants, has, in spite of its small number, completed the building of 
its own church. Despite its small number, it has completed the building of its own church. On 
August 25, the simple and modest, but beautiful church was consecrated as the "Concordia 
Church". 

Sectarianism in Hanover. Luthardt's Kirchenzeitung of Nov. 19 of last year reports: In 
Hanover, too, sectarianism has recently made remarkable progress. The propaganda of the 
Irvingians has been especially successful. They have built a chapel in the city of Hanover, which 
is filled with visitors every Sunday. On one of the last Sundays, 40 new members of the "apostolic" 
congregation were incorporated, or, as it is officially called, "sealed". 

The Lutheran Church of Augsb. Conf. in Hungary (not including Transylvania), headed 
by the General Inspector and the longest-serving Superintendent, is divided into four districts or 
superintendencies, in which there are 37 seniorates, 609 mother congregations, 561 branches, 
some with houses of worship, some with schools, and 869,303 souls, the latter served by 633 
pastors and 68 assistant preachers. According to the language of worship, of the 609 parishes, 
234 are Slovakian, 128 German, 122 Hungarian, 2 Wendish, and 123 mixed, the latter figure, 


however, to be taken Cum grano salis, since parishes in which Hungarian is preached two or 
three times a year are counted as mixed. Of the parishes, 101 contain up to 500 souls; 210 
contain 500-1000 souls; 283 parishes 1000-5000; from 5-10,000 there are ten, over 10,000 
strong there are four parishes. The smallest parish is Térék-Beise, situated in the Banal, with 94 
souls; the largest is B. Csaba with 26,929 souls. There are 1543 Lutheran elementary schools, 
with 1547 regular and 35 assistant teachers. The number of elementary school students (6-12 
years old) is 107,062. There are nineteen grammar schools, some of which are four- and some 
eight-grade; of these, three (Bratislava, Oedmburg, Eperies) are connected with a theological 
course, one with a juridical course. There are 160 full and 71 associate teachers at these 
institutions. 

Can a preacher cancel a service on his own authority? A reformed member of the 
congregation in Rinteln rightly denies this. In No. 70 of the "Kreisblatt fur die Grafschaft 
Schaumburg" (District Gazette for the County of Schaumburg) one read from "Riteln, den 1. 
September" literally the following "Oeffentliche Anfrage": "Am Sonntag XIV. nach Trin. fand die 
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Members of the Reformed congregation who wanted to attend the service locked their house of 
worship without any notification having been given. This is apparently a conspicuous disregard 
for the congregation in question. We therefore ask: who is responsible for such neglect? A public 
answer is requested. A member of the local Reformed congregation." 

Russia. In Luthardt's Kirchenz. of Nov. 12 of last year we read: On the occasion of the not 
infrequently occurring cases in Finland in which Lutherans convert to the Greek Orthodox Church, 
one of the Lutheran ecclesiastical consistories (cathedral chapters) had addressed a request to 
the Governor General that he should issue an order to the effect that the Orthodox clergy of the 
country should not permit any Lutheran to enter their church who could not produce a certificate 
from his Lutheran pastor to the effect that (in accordance with the provisions of the Church Law 
for the Grand Duchy of Finland of 6 December 1869) he had been admonished from converting 
to the Orthodox faith and had nevertheless been able to keep his decision. December 1869) from 
converting to the Orthodox faith and nevertheless remained with his decision to leave the 
Lutheran Church. The Finnish Senate, which considered the question, also declared that such a 
procedure not only conformed to the laws of the Church, but was also in harmony with the 
principles of welfare and mutual respect which one ecclesiastical society must cherish towards 
another. At present, however, the directing Synod has decided otherwise. The church laws, it is 
explained in the ruling issued by the synod, do not mention anywhere the requirement of such 
credentials of Lutheran pastors at the time of conversion. Furthermore, according to the laws of 
the empire, the orthodox church is the ruling one, and as such is entitled to induce those of other 
faiths to accept its doctrine, and no other testimony can be demanded from those who wish to 
convert to it than the declaration that it is their firm intention to enter the orthodox church. This 
order is observed everywhere in the whole empire and must therefore also apply to Finland. The 
demands of the Lutheran Consistory and the Finnish Senate are tantamount to a prohibition of 
entry into the orthodox church, since no pastor would issue such a permit to a Lutheran to convert, 
and for these reasons the aforementioned demand cannot be granted. 

The Movement in Ireland. A German newspaper notes that the English government is 
reluctant to meet the far-reaching demands of the agitator Parnell, who wants to see the tenants 
transformed into owners and a separate parliament created for Ireland, among other things 
because Catholicism would then attain sole rule in Ireland and this would have repercussions on 
the further Catholicization of England itself. The Irish landed property is now in the hands of 11 
million English-Protestant settlers, who are opposed by about 4 million Irish Catholics (Celts). 

Old Catholicism in France. A Protestant paper in Paris, not otherwise averse to Old 
Catholicism, wrote the other day: "The French of today are unfortunately people who, as far as 
religion is concerned, say: either everything or nothing. All, that is, the apostolic Catholic Roman 
Church, with its infallible pope, its hierarchy, its pomp and works, its syllabus and its apocryphal 
miracles; nothing, that is, the most horrible unbelief, a hatred of everything that only from a 
distance borders on religion. Between these two extremes there is no place for Old Catholicism. 
The fanatics of the Roman Church will never embrace a cultus which in their eyes is an 
opprobrium and a rebellion; the fanatics among the freethinkers will desire the same just as little; 
for it reminds them far too much of the cultus in which they are brought up, which is to them ‘the 
enemy." The paper concludes with the doubt whether France will ever become Protestant. 
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Spain. The "Freimund" of September 30 writes: From time to time Pastor Fliedner in Madrid 
can report many pleasant things about the work of evangelism in Spain. So far, various 
persecutions have not been able to hinder the work in any significant way. Not a single one of 
the occupied posts has been abandoned, but on the contrary, several new ones have been 
added. Even where an external hindrance has occurred, it has only served to deepen the 
congregations inwardly and to establish them more firmly. "About 60 smaller and larger 
congregations of the mission stations, perhaps as many schools with 6000 children, 12,000 
congregation members and perhaps 50 Sunday schools with more than 3000 children, in 
addition to 14 own buildings for churches and schools, partly purchased and partly newly built, 
testify to ten years of blessed work on the Pyrenean peninsula. In the German mission a new 
branch, a small hospital, has grown up; our orphanage and our schools are blossoming happily; 
and if at times the external pressure was great and growth slow, the hatred and resistance 
powerful, then this too had to become a blessing for a more solid inner development. In Camunas 
a new persecution threatened, God in grace averted it. In Morgadanes two evangelists were 
stoned to death and escaped only by hasty flight. The hunger and thirst for the divine Word is 
not yet extinguished in Spain. A man of seventy walks for hours to buy a Bible; a poor sewing- 
girl sets aside a few pennies a week until she can procure a will. And while our poor communities 
remain far from the goal of self-preservation, the sum of their contributions is slowly growing.... 
A poor maid gives the whole contents of her savings-bank (12 m.), and the jewels of the rich, 
bracelets and rings, gold watches, like the mites of poor children, give us a glimpse into the 
secret treasuries of our glorious God." 

Spain. The situation of the Protestants in Spain has recently become quite alarming due 
to the growing fanaticism of the population and the intolerant behavior of the government. Rev. 
F. Fliedner gives remarkable information about this in his "Blattern aus Spanien". The 
expectation of the Protestants there, that after the overcoming of the Carlist uprising also the full 
religious freedom, as it was guaranteed by the old constitution, and which the government of 
King Alphonsus had limited to the mere religious toleration, in order to assure by this measure 
the needed sympathy of the Catholic population, would be restored, was a heavy deception. The 
government thought so little of this that, if anything, the opposite has happened and is happening 
ever since. Ultramontanism is publicly favored by the Ministry, however far it may stand from it 
internally, and as many difficulties as possible are placed in the way of the Protestants in the 
practice of their cult. The very flexible §11 of the Constitution provides the means for this: "No 
one shall be hindered on Spanish soil in his religious opinions, nor in the exercise of his worship. 
No one shall be hindered on Spanish soil in his religious opinions, nor in the exercise of his 
religious worship, except when he violates the respect due to Christian morals. However, no 
public ceremonies and manifestations other than those of the State religion shall be permitted." 
The provisions of this paragraph make it possible for the government to involve the Protestant 
clergy in constant lawsuits because of the services and solemn funerals they hold in the villages. 
Up to now, all Protestant services have been public and open to everyone. How well-founded, 


however, is the fear that Protestantism in Spain will soon be religio illicita, is shown by the new 


draft of a penal code prepared by the Minister of Justice. This entire work is inspired by the same 
spirit as the Penal Laws of 1848. 
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The Spanish government, however, is far more ruthless against Protestantism in the colonies, 
where it hardly makes a secret of its intention to put an end to it. In the colonies, however, the 
Spanish government acts even more ruthlessly against Protestantism, and here hardly makes a 
secret of its intention to put an end to it. (General Ev.-Luth. Kz.) 


Socialism in France. The recently founded "Revue socialiste" has not brought to light any 
new wisdom in its first number, but it has nevertheless made statements whose clarity leaves 
nothing to be desired, and of which we would like to share at least a few samples in conclusion. 
"The abolition of all religious practices is the solution of the social question. And this abolition 
must be a radical one. Nothing is done as long as a church steeple, like a gigantic extinguishing 
horn, casts its unhealthy shadow on the soil of the country. Nothing is done as long as a living 
testimony of the past remains. Nothing is done, we say this in spite of our deep love for art and 
beauty, as long as the old cathedrals still stand upright and speak to the minds and let the morbid 
germ of this religious feeling sprout, which for centuries has been implanted in the spirit of 
mankind. We must try with all our might to destroy it." (Allg. Kz.) 

Scandinavian Teachers. The Freethought Congress in Brussels has taught us that there 
are also Freethought associations in the Scandinavian realms. This summer the Teachers’ 
Congress from Denmark, Norway and Sweden, numbering 5000 participants, gathered in 
Stockholm. After the Ev. kirchl. Anz., Hertzberg from Christiania gave a lecture in which he 
assumed that the sciences were making ever greater demands on the school. The multiplicity 
and fragmentation, however, disturbed the main purpose of the school, the moral development. 
All the more necessary, he said, was a cohesive and dominating power to which everything had 
to be subordinated. This power was Christianity, which alone made a calm and healthy 
development possible. The freethinkers resolutely contradicted this, and Dr. Nystz6m rejected 
every doctrine of faith, since such a doctrine belonged in the fool's box. He was, however, 
repeatedly and vehemently interrupted, so that the chairman could only with difficulty restore 
calm; and his motion to remove religious instruction from the curriculum of the public schools was 
almost unanimously rejected. The teachers are a true gauge of the mood of conditions there. 
Freethought is stirring and dares to stir; it already feels so far strengthened that it is intent on 
conquests. However, it is not yet as far advanced as it is here, where large teacher assemblies, 
favored from above, are heading toward freethought and want to take the school in tow. 

(N. Ztbl.) 

The Minister of Culture, v. Puttkamer, has subjected the teachers' associations to an 
assessment in a special decree, which will again cause loose tongues and bad blood among the 
culturally cramming elementary school teachers. In general and in themselves, the associations 
are recognized as a necessity, but in reality they have not borne good fruit for a number of years. 
In many associations, says the Minister, the leadership has been taken over by those who do not 
have in mind both an inner intellectual and professional development and their agitational special 
endeavors. Among these aspirations are: "an unmeasured overestimation of one's own 
knowledge and ability, the cultivation and propagation of exaggerated demands for external 
position and recognition, the reluctance to submit to the authority of the superior supervisory 
body, the systematic endeavor to loosen or entirely sever the connection between the school and 
the church which is rooted in the Christian character of our elementary schools, the 
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undisguised agitational partisanship for extreme political tendencies, the pronouncement on the 
most important governmental and educational institutions, supported neither by sufficient 
expertise nor by sufficiently mature judgment." This register of sins would hurt less if it were less 
correct; and yet it does not exactly say out that all flows from the overwise spirit of indignation. In 
conclusion, the minister recommends to teachers "a voluntary organic connection with his natural 
authorities, his teachers and superiors," among other things, the encouragement of teachers' 
conferences at the seminaries. It will be difficult, however, to accustom these teachers, whose 
taste has been spoiled by Falk's sugar broths, to healthy home cooking. (N. Ztbl.) 

In Schleswig-Holstein a newspaper has been published for some time, called "Ev. 
Gemeindebote", edited by a pastor named Kuhl, in which Christ's resurrection and ascension are 
denied with outrageous impudence and the Bible is declared to be the word of men, in short, the 
entire Christian religion is blaspohemed. Everything in Schleswig-Holstein that has even a little 
respect for religion is therefore in an uproar over the shameless appearance of the perjured 
pastor, only the dear church regime has not allowed itself to be disturbed in its peace. As is 
written with great satisfaction in Luthardt's Kz. of October 15, the authorities, without being aware 
of it, but now "according to certain information already a long time ago" - listen, and be amazed 
at the faithful zeal of the high church regiment! - "the publications of Pastor Kuhl - taken into 
serious consideration (!)." But not enough, the "Royal ev.-Lutheran Consistory in Kiel" on 15. On 
June 15, the "Royal Lutheran Consistory in Kiel" even decided to inform Pastor Kuhl "that it 
believed it could refrain from initiating a disciplinary investigation for the time being; but that it 
considers the articles published by him as such, which do not observe the limits which, in the 
opinion of the Consistory, are set by the doctrinal order of our church to a literary activity of the 
clergy, such as is practiced in the paper published by Pastor Kuhl, and that the Consistory 
therefore warns Pastor Kuhl, with reference to possible more serious measures, against further 
such excesses." It is stated even this, that the foregoing had also been opened to Pastor Kuhl 
by the Church Provost Cons.-R. Dr. Schwach in Garding on behalf and in the name of the 
Consistory. "Therefore," writes the sender in the aforementioned notice, "it is to be expected that 
our authorities will now take serious action against Pastor Kuhl, who has not heeded their 
warning, and put an end to the annoyance caused by him." One does not know, indeed, whether 
one should be more astonished or rather appalled at such a church regime than at the confidence 
placed in it. W. 

England. Stopford Brooke, chaplain to the Queen of England, and very popular as a pulpit 
orator in London, has left the Anglican Church, which he justified in a public paper by saying that 
he could no longer acknowledge the miracles and especially the great miracle of the Incarnation. 
This had long been evident from his writings, and his sermons were artistic lectures, intellectual 
entertainments of a rationalist, of the mindset of the royal family. 

(Minkel's N. Ztbl. of 10 Nov. last year) 

Manuscripts of Photius. On Mount Athos, in the monastery of the Iberians, the student 
Rokkos has discovered manuscripts of the famous Patriarch Photius of Constantinople, which 
contain 16 homilies, 2 speeches, 25 hitherto unknown letters, and finally the proceedings of the 
first and second Constantinople Synod. All the writings will be published in the near future. 
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Preface. 


(Schluss.) 


We have taught, and do teach, and by the grace of God will teach, that a 
Christian may and ought to be perfectly assured of his salvation and election.) We 
say "perfectly assured": for assurance is an assurance of faith, which is founded on 
the revealed Word and God's true and never wavering promises. The essence of 
faith is a certain assurance of things hoped for, and not doubting things not seen 
(Ebr. 11:1). To believe in his salvation and election is to be certain of his salvation 
and election. To be uncertain of his salvation and election is not to believe it. 

First, to prove that Scripture and the Confession teach a certainty of 
blessedness and election, one should in the Lutheran 


*) We connect the certainty of blessedness and election, because the polemic was not only 
directed against the latter, but also against the former. There is also the closest connection 
between the two. A man may be sure of his blessedness without knowing anything about 
election. Such a one believes that God, out of pure mercy for Christ's sake, will surely bring him 
into eternal life through his word, in spite of all the temptations of the devil, the world, and the 
flesh. He who has received the scriptural thoughts of election believes that God's thoughts of 
grace in Christ have already been directed to him from eternity, that God has "made his 
conversion, righteousness, and blessedness so dear to him, and meant it so faithfully, that before 
the foundation of the world was laid, he held counsel over it, and decreed in his purpose how he 
would bring him to it and keep him in it" (C.-F. p. 714, § 45.). Both believe essentially the same 
thing. But the knowledge of choice strengthens certainty. But he who is forbidden to be certain 
of his blessedness cannot, of course, be certain of his election, and vice versa. The certainty of 
salvation and election belong together, because they rest on one and the same foundation, 
namely, on the truthfulness of the general evangelical promises. 
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Church really do not need. As far as Scripture is concerned, it usually presupposes 
without further ado that Christians consider themselves elect. In Romans 8, the 
apostle tells Christians that they will surely attain to glory from the cross and through 
it, and gives their election as a reason for this, v. 28 ff. The apostle's whole argument 
would float in the air if he did not suppose that to the Roman Christians their election 
was something known and believed. The last link of his chain: "which he also hath 


glorified," 66ga0¢, he here puts in succession to the "which he. provided before," ouc 


mpoiyve. He would now prove ignotum ex aeque ignoto *) if he did not 
suppose that the Christians believed their election. Further, the apostle exclaims, v. 
33. "Who will accuse the elect of God?" If there were no certainty of election in the 
Christians, one would have to suppose that the apostle meant here to hold up to them 
goods of which they could never know in this life, nay, should never know whether 
they would be made partakers! 2 Thess. 2, 13. St. Paul thanks God for the eternal 
election of the Christians in Thessalonica. With this thanksgiving he obviously wants 
to provoke those to whom he writes to follow him in thanksgiving. The Christians 
should thank God for their election. So they can and should be sure of it. - As far as 
our confession is concerned, it speaks brightly of what Scripture teaches. The 
formula of Concord leads in Solid. Decl. § 25 ff, "How it may be known, from what, 
and by what, which are the elect who can and ought to embrace this doctrine for 
comfort." The Formula of Concord further says, §§ 45 to 49, that Christians may draw 
from election the "beautiful, glorious consolation," that God, before the foundation of 
the world was laid, had taken counsel concerning their "conversion, righteousness, 
and blessedness," and had ordained in his purpose how he would bring them to it, 
and preserve them in it; that by the eternal purpose of election, "which cannot be 
amended or overthrown," their blessedness was quite secure against the flesh, the 
devil, and the world; "that God in his counsel before the time of the world had 
considered and determined, that he would assist us in all our troubles, give us 
patience, comfort, work hope, and procure such an end, that it might be blessed unto 
us." Now consider that the authors of the Formula of Concord did not want any 
certainty of election. They did indeed call upon Christians to draw the aforesaid 
consolation from election; but Christians should not and must not be certain of their 
election! Truly, the authors of the Formula of Concord would have been quite 
nonsensical people. t) 


*) Unknown from equal to unknown. 
t+) Compare also § 90, where it is said that the doctrine of election "gives the very most 
constant consolation to afflicted, challenged men, that they may 
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As to the certainty of perseverance, the Formula of Concord teaches, "that we may 
accomplish these things, persevere in them, and remain constant, we should call 
upon God for his grace, which he promised us in holy baptism, and not doubt that he 
will impart the same to us by virtue of his promise" (§ 71.). Yes, according to the 
Formula of Concord, Christians are not to doubt their election even when the waves 
of the deepest temptation break over them, when they "fall into such deep temptation 
that they think they no longer feel the power of the indwelling Spirit of God" (§ 74). 
As to Luther's doctrine of the certainty of election, it is necessary to have understood 
at least the main features of his doctrine of election in order to understand his 
statements concerning the certainty of election. As decidedly as Luther rejects two 
"unequal," in reality contradictory wills in God, so decidedly does he distinguish 
between the revealed, preached God and the hidden, unrevealed, majestic God. The 
latter is not at all the object of faith, i.e., is not to be considered at all when man, who 
has come to the knowledge of his sins and is anxious for his salvation, asks, "What 
is God's disposition toward me? What does he intend to do with me?" Then man has 
to keep solely to the revealed God, to the God as He has revealed Himself in Christ 
and in the Gospel of Christ. As soon as Luther notices that someone, in thinking 
about his election, is trying to come to terms with the hidden God, Luther urges him 
not to inquire and ask about his mistake, to leave his mistake in the dark. On the 
other hand, he cannot do enough to emphasize how someone can be undoubtedly 
certain of his blessedness and his disposition on the basis of the revealed Word, from 
Word and Sacrament. That this harmonization of statements that at first sight seem 
to contradict each other is the correct one seems to be evident to us, for example, 
from Luther's well-known words on Genesis 26:9. Luther says there that he taught, 
"that one should not search for the providence (de praedestinatione) of the hidden God, 
but that one should be satisfied with the same providence, which is revealed through 
the calling and through the ministry of preaching; for there you can find out about 
your own God. 


Know that their salvation is not in their own hands.... but in the gracious election of God, which 
he hath revealed unto us in Christ, out of whose hand no man shall pluck us". Let it be supposed: 
Christians are to know (the "know" is the knowledge of confident faith, cf. oi5a 2 Tim. 1, 12. u. 
0.) that in consequence of election their salvation is not in their hand, but of their election itself 
they should not and must not be certain! 
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faith and be sure of your blessedness." And when Luther comes to this latter point, 
his heart is full, as we have already said, and the eloquent man becomes still more 
eloquent. He exclaims, "God has not come from heaven for this reason, that he 
should make thee uncertain of thy disposition, that he should teach thee to despise 
the sacraments, absolution, and the rest of the divine ordinances. "*) On the contrary, 
it is precisely for this reason that he has instituted them, that he might make you 
completely certain and remove the disease of doubt from your heart... . Why do you 
reject this, and complain that you do not know whether you are provided?" "Staupitz 
comforted me with these words: 'Why do you trouble yourself with these 
speculations? Look at the wounds of Christ and the blood shed for you: from them 
predestination will shine out to you. The Son of God must be heard, who was sent 
into the flesh, and therefore appeared, that he might destroy this work of the devil 
(the speculative uncertain thoughts), and make thee sure of thy providence." "Not 
free are those thoughts or doubts concerning predestination, but ungodly, nefarious, 
and devilish (dubitationes - impiae, sceleratae, diabolicae). "**) 

Just like Luther Martin Chemnitz: "Those whom God calls and justifies should 
certainly believe that they are chosen. If the reader looks at the sayings of Scripture 
concerning election, he will clearly see that the doctrine of predestination is revealed 
in Scripture, not to make the blessedness of believers doubtful and uncertain, but to 
be a foundation of certainty. . . . It is false what the Tridentine Council says in the 
12th chapter, that from the word of God it cannot be known which gods have chosen, 
unless a special revelation is added to and apart from the word. Nor is this true, that 
no one, even if he were a true believer, could be sure from the word of God, without 
a special revelation, that he was among the number of the predestinated. For this 
contends with Scripture, as we have shown." (Examen etc. Genevae, 1668, p. 172.) 

Like Scripture, the Confession, and the great teachers of our church, we teach 
Christians to seek and discern their election in their calling and the ongoing public 
and special preaching of the gospel. And our Christians find what they seek there. 
How do they view their calling? We presuppose that they are not interested in first 
finding out how God can explain his true calling to them. 


*For despisers of the Word and of the Sacraments are also those who do not discern 
God's will against them solely from these divinely ordained means, but want to puzzle it out by 
their own thoughts and speculations. 


*) Cf. Luther on Gen. 26, 9. Exeg. opera lat. Erl. vi, 294 8°. 
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He could not salvage this unworthiness if, in view of the undeniable fact that there 
are many who believe in the times, he wanted his Christians to recognize their choice 
from their calling, but above all to have an answer to the question of how God's heart 
stands towards them in relation to the chapter of their eternal well-being or woe. Now 
the Christian sees in himself nothing of any worthiness which God's calling had drawn 
to him. Yes, there was nothing in him but what deserved curse and condemnation. 
Yet God approached him with a call of grace and overcame him with it. So God must 
have called him, because he, God, had purposed it. Thus the Christian believes, 
without further disputation, that he is one called according to purpose, xata mpdt-Eotv 
kAntoc, Rom. 8, 28. *) The 

Furthermore, the Christian hears the preaching of the gospel. In it he beholds God's 
heart glowing with love toward him, since God did not spare the only begotten Son, 
but gave him up for him in disgrace and contempt, in fear of hell and bloody sweat, 
in martyrdom and death on the cross. It does not need many words, so on the basis 
of this gospel he considers God to be a God who is also merciful against him from 
eternity to eternity, and he exclaims with St. Paul's words: "If God is for us, who may 
be against us? Who also (8Zye = who indeed) spared not his own Son, but gave him 
up for us all; how shall he not with him give us all things?" (Rom. 8, 31. 32.)**) We 
hold to the Christian who has despaired of his strength, because he sees that nothing 
good dwells in his flesh, who, in view of the fact that there are so many who believe 
in the times, despairs of it. 


“Chemnitz says in a sermon on the Gospel Match. 22. of the year 1573: "So | have two 
beautiful consolations from this doctrine: first, that | can be assured and assured from my 
profession that | am also provided and chosen for salvation; second, that | have a certain comfort 
from my profession, that the Holy Spirit will work in me through the Word the powers and the 
ability that | can accept it. And when | have the reason, then | can go back to it and conclude 
quite comfortingly that our Lord God was so much concerned about my salvation that he had 
counseled it before the foundation of the world was laid, and because | was then ordained to 
salvation, the same is well and strongly enough kept for me against my weakness of flesh, 
against the world's trouble, and against all the gates of hell's cunning and violence." (Citirt in 
Synodalber. des Westl. Distr. 1879 p. 78 f.) 


*“Augustine on Psalm 148: "He has promised us that we shall be with him where he 
himself is. What has God promised you, mortal? That thou shalt live for ever. Don't you believe? 
Believe, only believe. He hath done more than he promised. What hath he done? He died for 
thee. What did he promise? That you would live with him. It is more incredible that the eternal 
died, than that the mortal should live for ever. But now we already believe the more incredible." 


(Cited in Gerhard, LL., L. de elect. § 209.) 
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| say, to such a Christian we hold up promises such as these: "He that began the 
good work in you, the same shall perform it unto the day of JESUS CHRIST" (Phil. 
1:6). "Who also will keep you steadfast unto the end, that ye may be blameless unto 
the day of our Lord JEsu Christ. For God is faithful, by whom ye were called unto the 
fellowship of his Son JEsu Christ our Lord" (1 Cor. 1:8, 9.). Thus, on the basis of the 
calling, the gospel, and the individual evangelical promises, we call the Christian who 
lies in the dust before God and inquires about his salvation to be quite sure of his 
salvation and election, in spite of weak and evil flesh, in spite of the ravages of the 
devil and the world, in spite of the fact that so many who once ran smoothly have 
again fallen away. For he who stands behind the promises is not a weak man, but 
he who sits at the right hand of God and has the enemies lying at his feet. 

Against this it has been said that it is an irresponsible seduction to certainty to 
teach the Christian that he can and should be quite sure of his election and his 
blessedness. And wherewith have they sought to refute our doctrine of certainty? It 
has been said that such words as these are found in Scripture, and are also said to 
Christians: "If ye live after the flesh, ye shall die" (Rom. 8:13). "Whosoever thinketh 
himself to stand, let him take heed lest he fall" (1 Cor. 10:12.), etc. From this it 
evidently follows that a Christian must not be persuaded that he can and ought to be 
quite sure of his salvation. 

Now this is true: these and similar words of warning, nay, threat, are also to be 
said to Christians. The apostle does not hold them against unbelievers, but against 
Christians. The Christian who does not hear these words and does not allow himself 
to be warned by them, will certainly not bring about the end of faith. And the preacher 
who does not admonish and warn those under his care according to the apostle's 
example is unfaithful in his office, yes, a murderer of souls. For Christians still have 
the flesh about them, which tempts to self-righteousness, to pride, to carnal security, 
to the life of sin, even into the pit. And this flesh cannot be kept in check outwardly 
except by warnings and threats, lest it hinder the life of the Spirit too much, or even 
suppress the Spirit altogether. The preacher who would no longer hold such sayings 
as those in question against Christians, publicly and especially, would first have to 
procure such Christians as are no longer tempted to sin by the flesh, the world, and 
the devil. 

But just as true, on the other hand, is this. When a preacher has before him a 
Christian who is brokenhearted, and in the greatest 
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He cries out in concern for his salvation: "My doings are lost; | deserve nothing but 
vain wrath. If my God does not take care of me, it is all over with me." We say that if 
a preacher has before him a Christian who is in such a state of heart, and reproaches 
him with these warnings and threats, he is likewise a murderer of souls. Just as he is 
a murderer of souls who would readily reproach a Christian, in whom carnal security 
and self-righteousness prevail, or even an entirely unbeliever, with the grace of God 
and the gracious election in Christ for comfort. In both cases the preacher has said 
true things in themselves. God, who is not pleased with ungodly beings, really hates 
and punishes life after the flesh and self-righteousness. Likewise, God is truly 
perfectly gracious for Christ's sake, sustains faith by his power, and has chosen in 
Christ from eternity, and revealed election in the gospel of Christ for comfort. But 
nevertheless in this case there has been such false teaching as only a good Papist 
and a zealot can teach, and God's word has been so thoroughly perverted as it can 
scarcely be more thoroughly perverted. For the law and the gospel have been mixed 
together. Wherever the gospel was to be answered, the law was used, and vice 
versa. 

What do we want with this explanation here, where we talk about whether a 
Christian can be sure of his blessedness, and specifically whether sayings like Rom. 
8, 13. and 1 Cor. 10, 12. are contrary or not to the certainty of blessedness? 

"Can and should a Christian be sure of his blessedness?" - What is the 
meaning of this question? Without doubt this: Should a man who stands in faith in 
Christ, who despairs of his own power to attain salvation, and would gladly attain 
salvation by God's power, consider it certain, on the basis of the divine promises 
promising the attainment of salvation, that he will attain it? It is evident that a Christian 
is considered a Christian inasmuch as he has a knowledge of sins, hearty humility, 
faith in Christ as his only Saviour, in short, a spiritual, divine life in him. That a 
Christian, inasmuch as he still has the flesh about him, cannot believe that he will be 
saved and that he is a chosen one, is a fact of the day, and should not have occurred 
to any Lutheran in a dream. Inasmuch as a Christian still has the flesh about him, 
there is in him no knowledge of sin, no repentance, no faith, no love, no patience, in 
short, no spiritual movement, but blindness, certainty, unbelief, fear, impatience, and 
all the fleshly evil. But this is not what constitutes the nature of a Christian, but what 
is still common to the Christian with the world, still clings to him from the world. 
Therefore, when the question is asked, "Can and ought a Christian to be sure of his 
blessedness?" the Christian comes after the new 
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His fearful questions about salvation must be answered with the truth of the gospel. 
His anxious questions about salvation must be answered with the clear gospel. The 
sweet sound of the gospel must not be dulled for him. The law must not be held 
against the gospel, and used to prevent the Christian from trusting too firmly in the 
gospel. This, however, is evidently done by those who bring the above warnings 
against the certainty of salvation. 

From this point of view, the right light is shed on the objection that the many 
contemporary believers make it impossible to know one's election and salvation with 
certainty from the revealed word. That there are many who believe in the times, and 
that the preaching of the same in their particular place is very necessary and salutary 
to Christians, no Lutheran should deny. But just as little this, that the preaching of 
the time-believers belongs to the law. Since when, then, has a Christian in the 
Lutheran church been taught that he knows his election, if not wholly, at least in part, 
from the law? *) But this is done by those who reproach the Christian, who is afraid 
for comfort and who would like to know from the revealed word of his God the eternal 
counsel of love concerning himself, with the fact that there are many who believe in 
time, so that he will not believe too firmly what he hears in God's revealed word. If 
this mode of teaching Christians (namely, by setting the law against the gospel, by 
misusing the law to prevent the Christian from firmly trusting in the gospel) is still 
further followed, then a Christian cannot be sure of his justification and present state 
of grace. What in the question of perseverance are the many who have left the 
Christian race, in the question of the present state of grace are the hypocrites and 
nominal Christians, of whom, according to the testimony of Scripture, a large number 
are always mixed with the true believers. As there the thoughts of the to- 


*Luther: "If your sin and unworthiness are a matter of concern to you, and it occurs to you 
that you are not provided for by God; item, the number of the elect is small, the multitude of the 
wicked great, and you are shocked at the horrible examples of divine wrath and judgment, etc., 
then do not dispute long why God does this or that in this way and not in another way, if he could 
well do so, etc." (1 Corinthians 6:9). Neither do thou dare to inquire with thy reason into the abyss 
of divine providence, but keep the promise of the gospel." (E. A. 52, 6.) The Concordia formula 
inculcates over and over again that election is to be sought solely in Christ, i. e., in the Christ 
preached, in the Gospel of Christ. Cf. § 65 ff. Heerbrand says that if one wished to preach the 
doctrine of predestination according to the law, one would have to say "that those of whom God 
foreknew that they would be good, he chose to life, but those of whom he foreknew that they 
would be evil, he rejected." (Treatise of the Pred. Translated, by G. G. St. Louis, Mo. p. 5.) 
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If, in the future, the deceitfulness of the flesh, which manifests itself, wants to destroy 
the certainty of perseverance, the present corruption of the flesh, the lack of the 
feeling of grace, and the existence of the feeling of being forsaken by God, speaks 
powerfully against the present state of grace. As there, with the eyes of the flesh and 
according to the law, everything speaks against remaining a child of God, so here, 
with the eyes of the flesh and according to the law, especially in the hour of 
temptation, everything speaks against being a child of God. But how do we deal with 
the penitent Christian who, on account of the facts and conditions mentioned, doubts 
and despairs of his state of grace? We call him to turn his eyes away from himself 
and his unworthiness and from all that makes him fearful, and to direct them to God's 
radiance of grace, as it shines out to him in the established evangelical promises. On 
the basis of these promises, which also apply to him, which also promise him grace, 
and from which alone he should and can discern God's will toward him, we call him 
to be certain of God's grace and of his state of grace. Let him speak: 


| believe what JEsu's word promises, | feel it or don't feel it. 


Now, if a child of God doubts his perseverance, should we adopt a different 
procedure? Are there not equally fixed promises of God concerning the perseverance 
which the Christian is to take hold of in faith, and on the ground of which he is to be 
sure of his perseverance? Promise and faith are Correlata. The promise wants faith. 
God has given his promises to be believed. And they are not only to be believed in 
part four, in half, in three quarters, but in their entirety. Of course, it is often the case 
in Christian life that the Christian is tossed back and forth between fear and hope, 
that doubt wants to gain the upper hand over confidence. But we must add: 
unfortunately! We must not let anyone make a Christian virtue out of doubt. *) It is 
and remains a sin, and a rather ugly one at that; for it always lies to God in 


After Chemnitz (Loci, L. de justif. p. m. 705 sq.) has pointed out that the faith of a 
Christian is not only often challenged by doubts, but sometimes seems almost to be defeated, 
he continues: "But this does not belong to the essence of faith, much less is it a virtue of faith. It 
belongs to that saying Rom. 7:18: 'In my flesh dwelleth no good thing,' and v. 21.:'Unto me, who 
would do good, dwelleth ever evil.' And faith does not boast of this filthiness before God, as if it 
were virtues (has sordes non jactat quasi virtutes), but acknowledges that even faith, inasmuch 


as it is a work or -a virtue, is not perfect, and prays that that filthiness which is sprinkled on faith 
by the flesh may be covered up and forgiven." 


42Foreword 


of his true promise. *) He is a sin for which we must have forgiveness. **) 
Let us remain unsworn with the theory of uncertainty, which we all understand 


so well by nature. Its reason is evil, it itself is evil, and its fruits are also evil. Nihil 


differt dubitans a damnato, says Luther,t) Those who now stand against the certainty 
of blessedness surely do not mean it so wickedly. They want to resist carnal 
certainty, but they attack it at the wrong end and turn against the certainty of faith. 
They do not see that by fighting against certainty they destroy the very way by which 
the final goal is reached. (Ebr. 3:6) Doubt and uncertainty can only lead to hell. And 
what havoc they wreak in the Christian life! No joyful and hearty praise of God 
passes the lips of the doubter. He cannot even sing the first verse of "To God alone 
be glory." He also lacks all strength and desire for good works. For "if thou comfort 
my heart, | will walk in the way of thy commandments" (Ps. 119:32.). But the heart 
is only comforted when it is certain of its own blessedness. 

Thus we have pointed out some points which, as much as is in us, we have to 
maintain in the present doctrinal struggle. We know that we are fighting for doctrines 
clearly revealed in God's Word and unequivocally stated in the Confession. God's 
Word and the confession want a Christian to return all spiritual blessings bestowed 
on him in time to God's eternal election, Eph. 1:3 ff. 2 Tim. 1, 9. etc. God's word and 
confession further desire that a Christian should be sure of his election and salvation. 
If we would ask our flesh, we would not fight. But we must do it. A plain truth of God 
has been called Calvinistic heresy. If we were silent about it, in order to preserve 
peace and unity at all costs, we would not be able to do so, 


*Chemnitz: "To doubt God's promises is nothing else than to punish God by lying. For in 
whose promises one doubts, one does not put much stock in their reliability, as John 1 John 
5:10. says: 'he that believeth not God maketh him a liar.' And John does not speak of a general 
assent, but he adds (v. 13.): 'These things have | written unto you that believe on the name of 
the Son of God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life,' etc. For if | really believe in the Son 
of God, and yet doubt whether | have eternal life, | certainly do not believe this promise: 'He that 
believeth on the Son hath everlasting life.' | therefore make God a liar." (L. c. p. 694 f.) 


**Cf. Luther's words quoted above: "Those thoughts or doubts about predestination are not 
free, but ungodly, nefarious, and diabolical," and Chemnitz's: faith "asks that that evil ... be 
covered up. be covered up and forgiven." 

t) L.c p. 298.: "There is no difference between a doubter and a reprobate." 
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God would have to withdraw his hand from us, Hos. 4, 6. We must enter into the 
battle that is forced upon us, as dear as God's grace and our salvation is to us. May 
the Lord of the Church be with us with his wisdom and power. May he also make all 
hearts that are of the truth to rejoice and be assured in the truth. F.P. 


"'Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat"', *) 


As is well known, St. Augustine writes in one of his most splendid writings, in the 
book "On the State of God". The context in which he used the words chosen for the 
title of this article is as follows: "Prorsus divina providentia regna constituuntur humana. 


Quae si propterea quisquam fato tribuit, quia ipsam Dei voluntatem vel potestatem fati 
nomine appellat, sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat. " **) (De Civitate Dei lib. V.c. 1. vid. 


Augustini Opp. Bassani, 1797. tom. IX. p. 150.) Augustine thus means to say that he who 
ascribes the foundation of human kingdoms therefore, i. e. Augustine means to say 
that he who ascribes the foundation of human kingdoms to the Fatum, i.e., in the 
sense that he understands God's providence and power to be the Fatum, is certainly 
correct in his meaning and opinion, and therefore, for the sake of that expression, he 
is not a false teacher, nor is he to be regarded as such; but since the expression 
"Fatum" sounds pagan and can therefore be misunderstood, he may and should hold 
to his correct opinion, but he must correct the suspicious expression and henceforth 
refrain from using it. 

Even in our Lutheran Church, therefore, those theologians who spoke and 
wrote in a misleading and misinterpretable manner, but who did not associate their 
words with an erroneous meaning, have never been condemned. Yea, e. g., Gerhard 
exclaims to Cardinal Bellarmin, who wished to heresy Luther for misinterpretable 


expressions, the saying of Luther: "Sceleratum est, cum noveris, pium et sanum esse 
alicujus sensum, ex verbis incommode dictis statuere errorem." +) (Loc. th. de bonis opp. § 
38.) Nothing the less, however, one has also given to orthodox teachers, when they 
had spoken or written in a manner exposed to misinterpretation, the Augustinian: 
"Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat." 


*) "He keep his opinion, corrigire his words." 


*““The kingdoms of men are entirely established by Divine Providence. If anyone therefore 
ascribes this to Fatum, because he himself calls God's will and power by the name of Fatum, let 
him keep his opinion, but correct his words." 

t) "It is sacrilegious, knowing that the mind of anyone is godly and sound, to determine 
error from words uncomfortably spoken." 
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(*) This happened even to one Hunnius, when he had initially called faith the cause 
of election without further ado. 

Even we so-called Missourians, therefore, when called to attention by friends 
and foes, are not at a loss to admit that we too have not always spoken and written 
unequivocally and unmistakably in our exposition of the doctrine of election by grace. 
But what has happened? - Our friends have called out to us, "Sententiam teneatis, 


linguam corrigatis"; our enemies, on the other hand, have at once seized and exploited 
our thoughtless words as a welcome opportunity to heresy us. It is, unfortunately, a 
manifest fact that those who at present accuse the Synod of Missouri of teaching 
Calvinism in the election of grace, have not sought to create the appearance of a 
well-founded accusation, and have in fact created it in some, by presenting in context 
the doctrine which our Synod holds concerning the election of grace, but only by 
singling out from our publications certain individual sentences which do sound 
suspicious. 

Among these propositions is |. this, "In God no conditions fall," which is found 
in the report of our Northern District published 12 years ago (1868. p. 24.), and was 
repeated 8 years ago in a Pastoral Conference paper published in "Doctrine and 
Defense" (XIX, p. 173.). Among these propositions Il. is the following, "God's Word 
testifies that grace takes away natural reluctance, and even overcomes the most 
wanton arguing and resisting." (We have already spoken of these two propositions 
in the last volume of "Lehre und Wehre," pages 300-302, and have proved that these 
propositions neither necessarily state anything Calvinistic, nothing un-Lutheran, 
nothing anti-Biblical, nor, much less, wish to assert it, but that without further 
explanation they may sound suspicious and create misunderstanding, for which 
reason we have already publicly withdrawn them in sincerity of heart. 

But there are some other such propositions, which our oppos-- 


*In such a case, Luther already recalled the aforementioned statement of Augustine. 
When the papists in Augsburg admitted that Holy Communion was not a sacrifice, but still wanted 


to retain the word sacrificium, Luther wrote to the Elector John: "Since they do not renounce 
the matter and hold with us that the Mass is not a Sacrificium, what is necessary that they want 


to retain the annoying word, since it is dangerous without necessity? Now one ought not without 
necessity to put himself in danger; for that is forbidden, and is called tempting God. St. Augustine 


says: Teneat sententiam, et corrigat linguam'; and speaks of the word ‘fatum'; says he who 
understands fatum pro decreto Dei (for the counsel of God), understands it rightly. But he will 
not suffer the word, and saith, ‘Corrigat linguam’." (XVI, 1712.) 
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The following are clear proofs for their assertion that our doctrine is Calvinistic, which 
they have cited and continue to cite again and again, without taking into account the 
doctrine of the election of grace which we have presented in the context. 

Ill. thirdly, to these sentences belongs what is found in the already mentioned 
negotiations of our northern district of the year 1868, p. 23. 23, where it is stated as 
follows: "Concerning Luther's statement in his preface to the Epistle to the Romans, 
that it originally flowed from the eternal providence of God who should believe or not 
believe, it was remarked that if it flowed from the providence who should believe, it 
certainly also flowed from it who should not believe." To this we take the liberty of 
remarking the following. 

1. That the words incriminated were not first used by our Synod, but are 
Luther's words, and are also cited as such by our Synod, is shown by the context. 
The fact that they are not condemned as heretical by a Lutheran synod, but are 
approved, can therefore hopefully never be a reason for a sincere Lutheran to 
suspect and heresy such a synod as one that teaches Calvinism. Or should it already 
have come to this among the Lutherans that they regard and cry out their Luther for 
an abominable false teacher, that is, for a Calvinist? It is admittedly said that Luther 
wrote these words in earlier times, when he still taught an absolute predestination to 
salvation and damnation, but which doctrine he later abandoned. But wherewith shall 
the latter be proved? Where did Luther recant those words of his preface to St. Paul's 
Epistle to the Romans? Nowhere! Until his death, his Bible editions also contain this 
preface of his. How? was Luther so unscrupulous that he had this preface printed 
again and again in the Bibles for the People, although he knew that it contained an 
error that had to be revoked? - Perhaps it will be countered that Luther "as is well 
known" later revoked his book against Erasmus, "De servo arbitrio" or "That Free Will 
Is Nothing," which appeared in December 1525, and in which sentences quite similar 
to those in this preface occur. But this is a manifest error. Not only did Luther never 
recant his book "De servo arbitrio," but not only did he write two years after the 
publication of this book: "In spite not only of the king" (of England) "and Erasmo, but 
also of their God and all the devils, that they publish to me the same little book" (De 


servo arbitrio) "rightly and honestly" (Walch XVIII, 507.); but twelve years later, in 
1537, he even writes: "| do not consider any of them to be my book, such as that on 
the servant's will and the Catechismum." (Walch XXI, 1278.) Far, then, from recanting 
the book, he declares it to be one of his best books. It is true that one invokes 
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often refer to the fact that a retraction is to be found in the interpretation of the 26th 
chapter of Genesis. But if one reads the whole passage in question there, one will 
have to admit that there is not the slightest trace of a retraction in it, but just the 
opposite; rather, he shows that he taught rightly in the book "De servo arbitrio," only 
that one must "distinguish" when dealing with the knowledge of God. (ll, 258. ff.) 
Hence also the Concordia formula in the 2nd article of the 2nd part bears the 
following testimony: "As also Dr. Luther wrote of this trade in the book De servo 


arbitrio, that is, of the captive will of man, against Erasmum, and elaborated and 
preserved this matter well and thoroughly, and afterwards repeated it in the glorious 
interpretation of the first book of Moses, and especially about the 26th chapter. 
Chapter, inasmuch as there he has also explained some other peculiar disputations 
introduced by Erasmum, as de absoluta necessitate cet, as he meant and understood 
such, against all misunderstanding and misrepresentation to the best and most 
diligently preserved; whereupon we also herewith draw and others point to it. *The 
highest thing that can be concluded from this is that some of the expressions used 
by Luther were subject to "misunderstanding," but that these expressions were not 
revoked by Luther in his Commentary on Genesis, but were put in the right light and 
thereby preserved from all misunderstanding. As little as we now think of demanding 
of every Lutheran that he speak just as Luther did, so little, on the other hand, will 
we, as long as God preserves us in His grace, allow ourselves to be urged to smell 
heretical error, namely Calvinism, in Luther's words and to condemn them.**) 

2. In order to judge correctly in what sense our Synod of the Northern District 
in 1868 interpreted the words of Luther, that from the verse 


“Without a doubt, the concordia formula here refers to the words of Luther, loc. cit.: "After 
my death, many will bring my books here and attract them, and from them will want to prove and 
confirm all kinds of errors and their own fantasies. But now | have written, among other things, 
that all things are necessary and must be done; but at the same time | have also set this down, 
that one should regard the God who has revealed himself, etc." (Il, 269.) 


By the way, later theologians do not judge Luther's writing De servo arbitrio differently 
than we do. Thus, Kromayer, among others, writes: "Far from Luther having retracted this book 
De servo arbitrio, he rather considered it to be one of his most valuable books. In the Concordia 
formula it is cited in the 2nd article, and called by Hutter a golden one. He has, however, 
especially in his golden Commentary on Genesis, namely on Cap. 26. that it is not both the 
hidden God and the revealed God, as He has revealed Himself in His Word, that is to be 


regarded." (Th. posit.-polem. 11, 144.) 
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If the Synod does not want to be understood as saying that it is not the Calvinists who 
say that God does not want to make those who are lost blessed (the Synod itself had 
what is printed here with a blocked scripture blocked), "he has made an unconditional 
decision from eternity to create some people as objects of his wrath and others as 
objects of his grace. This is a blasohemous doctrine. As decidedly as Luther asserts 
election as a choice of free grace, so decidedly does he teach that God desires all to 
be saved, that Christ died for all, that the call is earnestly meant. God does not let us 
see into his wonderful counsel; he has directed us to his will revealed in the Word. 
But we must not believe that this revealed will is contrary to the secret will." On the 
other hand, the words quoted and adopted by our Synod from Luther's preface, "And 
whoever shall not believe," are followed directly by the following: "But that it should 
not be said thereby that God does not want to make such blessed. In the Concordia 
formula the difference between Calvinistic and Lutheran doctrine is clearly shown. - 
If, according to the testimony of the Formula of Concord, eternal election by grace is 
the cause that creates, works, helps, and promotes the salvation of the elect and all 
that belongs to it, it does not follow that the cause that creates the condemnation of 
the rejected is the eternal election of God; that is Calvinistic doctrine. The cause is 
rather the wrong will of the wicked. S. Augsb. Conf. XIX." (A. a. O. p. 23.) According 
to this it is, we will only say, most unkind to impute to our Synod that it adopted the 
words quoted from Luther's preface in a Calvinistic sense or wanted them to be 
understood in such a sense. - When finally the writer of this article in last year's 
Lutheran No. 6. has also quoted the above-mentioned passage from Luther's Preface 
in full, he must ask that attention be paid to the fact that this passage was only a proof 
of the following thesis: "We believe, teach, and confess that the cause which moved 
God to elect the elect is only His grace and the merit of Jesus Christ, and not 
something good foreseen by God in the elect, not even the faith foreseen by God in 
them." The words of Luther, "Or (who) shall not believe," have therefore only been 
included, in order to give the citation complete and not mutilated; hence in a note on 
this it is expressly said, "When Luther says that faith flows from providence, it is 
evident that according to Luther providence does not flow from faith, or, which is the 
same thing, that even foreseen faith is not the moving cause of the 


48 "Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat. " 


election of the faithful. From this, however, we must not conclude that Luther, in the 
above words, intends to pronounce the Calvinistic heresy, that unbelief also flows 
out of accident." We have thus pronounced only on what Luther's words cannot 
mean according to his other sayings; but what they are supposed to mean we have 
left undecided, and that, we confess, simply for the reason that we ourselves were 
not, and still are not, perfectly clear and certain about it. That we have not, however, 
omitted the words objected to, we have done, partly out of respect for our dear father 
Luther, partly in order not to give our opponents cause to accuse us of having put 
on Luther in a mutilated manner; in this we have followed, among other things, the 
Apology of the Augsburg Confession, which, for instance In the original Latin text, 
for a testimony to the doctrine of the real presence of the body and blood of Christ, 
also such passages are cited, which, besides bearing witness to the doctrine of the 
real presence, may also be adduced in support of the doctrine of transubstantiation, 
although, as is well known, this doctrine is expressly rejected in other symbolic 
passages. See p. 164. § 55. cf. with p. 320. § 5. p. 541. § 21. 22. p. 654. § 35-37. p. 
670. § 108. We are, of course, far from wanting to compare Luther's contested words 
with the papist doctrine of transubstantiation; with our reference to the Apology, we 
only want to prove by an eclatant example that in a citation only that comes into 
question which the citator expressly wants to testify to alone with it. That such 
citations are of such a nature is also frequently proven by the Catalogus testimoniorum 
attached to the Concordia formula and Gerhara's entire Confessio catholica. 

3. Finally, we willingly admit that we should either have interpreted Luther's 
words according to the analogy of faith, or not have quoted them at all, since without 
interpretation they could sound suspicious to our opponents in our mouths and 
produce in them the idea as if we thereby wanted to contradict the important 
declaration of our dear confession: "Few accept the word and follow it; the greatest 
number despise the word and do not want to come to the wedding. Such contempt 
of the word is not the cause of God's providence, but of man's perverse will, who 
repudiates or perverts from himself the means and instrument of the Holy Spirit, 
which God presents to him by the calling, and resists the Holy Spirit, who desires to 
be and works power through the word." (p. 713. § 41.) While, however, we make 
this concession, we are compelled in our conscience at the same time to protest 
publicly and solemnly that we are thereby at the same time willing to admit to our 
opponents that, by the words in question, either we or even Luther 
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have expressed or wanted to be understood as expressing a heresy that is contrary 
to the confession, be it a Calvinist or any other heresy. We consider it a disgrace that 
is now being done to our Lutheran church, that so many who want to be members 
of it speak of Luther's words as if Luther, whom they also praise as a reformer, had 
been a horrible false teacher, with whom even to speak makes one suspect of 
heresy. Only continue in this way, and our Lutheran people's love for Luther's 
writings will soon turn into aversion to them, and at last our Lutheran church will have 
become an un-Lutheran, even an anti-Lutheran church. 

IV. Among the sentences which have given offence, fourthly, is one occurring 
in the report of our Synod of the Western District, 1877, which reads, as follows: "To 
be sure, the word of God always has its power where it is preached, and there is 
also power in it to give life, to make blessed; but man lies in such ruin that the good 
Lord must also still press after." (P. 59.) As to this sentence, we at once readily admit 
that the little word "always" says too much, and more than we ourselves wished to 
say; for we too believe that the "pressing on" is by no means always, but only often, 
only at times. We are not followers of Rathmann, who denied the converting and 
saving power of the external word, and made it a powerless instrument, which 
receives its power only through the Holy Spirit, and in which the divine power does 
not already dwell. *) Please read what we have cited in our new edition of Baier's 
Compendium against Rathmann's grave error and even against Musaeus' and 
Baier's doctrinal trope of an elevatio verbi (Volum. |. p. 153-161), we hope that every 
reader will lose all suspicion that we teach in Rathmannian terms; apart from the, we 
would like to say, innumerable passages in our publications in which the power of 
God inherent in the word, in and out of use, is most decisively confessed and 
emphasized. That God, however, sometimes increases this power according to his 
good pleasure, is the general teaching of our church, as it is the clear teaching of 
Holy Scripture. Thus, for example, Hiilsemann writes: "Both assert the 


*By the way, the expression that the Holy Spirit "comes in addition to the Word" is not in 
itself incorrect. This expression is used not only by Luther and others, but also by our confession. 
Thus, for example, in the Formula of Concord, it is said: "Although both the preacher's planting 
and watering, and the hearer's running and willing, would be in vain, and no conversion would 
follow, unless the Holy Spirit's power and effect were added, who, by the word preached and 
heard, enlightens and converts the hearts, so that men believe such a word and give their assent 
to it: yet neither preacher nor hearer should doubt this grace and effect of the Holy Spirit." (p. 
601.? 55.) Much stronger expressions of Luther concerning the necessity of the addition of the 
Holy Spirit are not even to be thought of here. Cf. Walch's Ausg. XVII, 2596. (Erlanger Ausg. Vol. 
55, p. 192.) 
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sacred Scripture, both that the word of God has a certain life-giving power in it, and 
that God increases and magnifies, or does not increase and does not magnify, that 
inward power; but never is it said that he wholly takes away the life-giving power from 
the word." .... "Although God's saving power is inherent in every word, and the same 
is never wholly taken away, yet we confess that the same is more or less magnified, 
or not magnified, by God, but left in the state of ordinary efficacy. "*) ((Praelect. Form. 


Conc. p. 440.) But as to the expression "to press on," nothing else is meant by it than 
what Hillsemann says, namely, that God sometimes "more or less strengthens and 
enlarges" the life-giving power of his word (which Hilsemann seeks to prove with 
Matt. 11:21 and Luk. 11:31, 32, while our Synodal Report refers especially to the 
example of Paul's conversion). With this expression "to press on" we followed Luther, 
who wrote in 1530: "If you are not yet able to take it for God's word, add this to it, 
and hear it still more, and an hour will come when our Lord God will press it into your 
heart. (On Joh. 6, 45. 46. VII, 2040.) By the way, the synodal report does not claim 
that the "pressing on" only takes place with the elect and that it only happens 
because they are God's elect. We know quite well that there are many in hell who 
have often experienced this "pressing on" of God, but did not consider themselves 
worthy of eternal life and always stubbornly resisted the Holy Spirit (Act. 13, 45. 46. 
7, 51.). 

V. A fifth passage in our publications, objected to by our opponents, is found in 
the report of our Synod of the Western District of 1879, where it is said on page 38 
as follows: "Further, Sebastian Schmidt says that God gives a richer grace to the 
elect than to the non-elect. God does, however, give all men a certain grace, namely, 
so much that they can become blessed; that nevertheless many do not become 
blessed is the fault of their wilful and stiff-necked reluctance, as Stephen calls out to 
the High Council: 'Ye stiff-necked . . . you always resist the Holy Spirit, just as your 
fathers did, so do you.' If God gives the elect grace to endure, the non-elect have no 
right to accuse God. 


*) "Utrumque asserit S. S., tum quod verbum Dei in se habeat vivificam 
quandam vim, tum quod Deus intrinsecam illam vim sive intendat et augeat, sive 
non intendat et non augeat, nunquam autem dicitur, quod vim vivificam plane 
auferat a verbo." . . . ,Quamquam omni verbo Dei insit vis medicinalis, eaque 
nunquam plane auferatur, fatemur tamen, eam a Deo augeri magis- vel minus, vel 
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That he give them not also this rich measure of grace: for God oweth not to us a 
special and greater measure of it. Whoever would do this, God would reproach him 
with the word of Scripture: Have | not power to do what | will with mine own? Do you 
look askance because | am so kind?' A clear example of this rich measure is Paul. 
The same had fought against the Christians in a most nefarious manner. He sought 
to bring them to blasphemy by leading them to death; and lo! he is converted, and 
that in a most wonderful manner: Christ Himself appears to him, speaks to him, and 
tells him whither to go to know the way of blessedness. This is obviously a gratia 


amplior, a greater grace than God gives to others, by which he wants to glorify his 
goodness. The fathers of the household act in a similar manner. Some of these are 
kinder to one child than to another, because he follows him better and gives him 
more pleasure than the other; he also gives the latter food and drink, and gives him 
many a pleasure, but to the latter he shows this and that love more than to the former. 
In the same way the good God acts with us, only that he does not even ask whether 
we have followed or not; but he does as he pleases." 

The objectionable thing in this passage can evidently be only two things, 
namely, that in the first place it seems as if we were here denying that God offers 
the grace of constancy also to those who do not belong to the elect. But it has not 
occurred to us to deny this; not only is it expressly stated in the immediately 
preceding quotation from Seb. Schmidt, to which the whole passage refers, that 
"constancy itself has been promised and offered to those who have been 
rejected"; we have also repeatedly and most decidedly professed this doctrine 
elsewhere. - The other thing that is offensive to some is what is said in this passage 
of an "amplior gratia," of a "more abundant grace," which is bestowed by God only 
occasionally, and not on all men. But this, as we have already seen from Hilsemann 
in No. IV, is also the doctrine of the orthodox theologians of our Church, as the 
doctrine of Scripture and the doctrine of our confession, as well as a matter of a 
thousandfold experience. 

First of all, as far as the Scriptures are concerned, let us just recall the 
following: In the 147th Psalm it is said, "He sheweth Jacob his word, Israel his 
statutes and his judgments. He will not do this to the nations, nor let them know his 
words." (v. 19, 20.) According to this, was not Israel given a "richer grace" than other 
nations? It is further said, "Woe unto thee, Chorazin! woe unto thee, Bethsaida! if 
such deeds had been done in Tyro and Sidon as were done among you, they would 
have repented beforehand in sackcloth and ashes." (Matt. 11:21.) Did not God, then, 
show more abundant grace to Chorazin and Bethsaida, than to Tyre and 
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Sidon? And he said, But | will give unto this last, even as unto thee. Or have | not 
power to do what | will with mine own? Seest thou therefore with displeasure, 
because | am so kind?" (Matt. 20:14, 15.) Did not the Lord, then, show greater 
kindness to those who had labored but an hour, and to whom he gave as much, than 
to those who had borne the burden and heat of the whole day? 

Secondly, with regard to our confession, we read in the Formula of Concord, 
among other things, the following: "Likewise, when we see that God gives his word 
in one place and does not give it in another, takes it away from one place and leaves 
it in another. Item one is hardened, blinded, given into a wrong mind, another, as 
well in the same guilt, is converted again, etc." (1 Corinthians 3:4). In these and such 
questions Paul sets us a certain goal, how far we are to go, namely, that we are to 
recognize God's judgment in one part. Then there are well-deserved punishments 
of sins, when God so punishes the contempt of his word in a country or people, that 
it also comes upon the descendants, as can be seen in the Jews; by which God 
shows his earnestness to his own in eternal countries and persons, which we all well 
deserved, were worthy of and worthy of, because we behave evil against God's 
word, and often grieve the Holy Spirit with difficulty: That we may live in the fear of 
God, and know and glorify the goodness of God, without and contrary to our merit, 
in and with us, to whom he giveth and leaveth his word, and whom he stoops not, 
and rejecteth not. Then because our nature is corrupted by sin, worthy and guilty of 
God's wrath and condemnation, God owes us neither word, nor spirit, nor grace; and 
when he gives it by grace, we often cast it from us, and make ourselves unworthy of 
eternal life, Act 13. 13. And such his righteous judgment, which is well due, he 
causeth to be seen in divers countries, nations, and persons, that, when we are held 
against them, and compared with them, we may the more diligently learn to know 
and praise God's pure unmerited grace in the vessels of mercy." (P. 716. § 57-60.) 
Is it not here taught, as bright as day and clear as day, that God bestows more 
abundant grace on some countries, nations, and "persons," than on others? - Hence 
also in the Apology of the Formula of Concord it is said: "In this manner also the 
Book of Concord does not deny that God does not work in all men alike; for there 
are many at all times whom he has not called even by the public ministry. (Fol. 206.) 
Further below: "We do not deny, however, that God does not work in all men alike, 
and enlighten them all, because he does not give his word to all; and that he 
nevertheless remains both just and merciful, and that no one can justly accuse him 
of some unfaithfulness, ill-will, or tyranny, whether he does not call all men (as has 
been said) to the same way. 
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Gives the word, and enlightens them. We say, however, that when one comes to this 
mystery, he should put his finger on his mouth and not argue or ponder, but speak 
with the apostle: 'How utterly incomprehensible are his judgments, and how 
unsearchable his ways!" (Fol. 209.) Does not this mean to teach a richer and a less 
abundant grace? It is not said here that God would deny grace to any man in the 
world, or that he would not give, and does not give, so much grace to some men to 
whom the word is preached, that they might thereby come to faith, persevere in it, 
and be saved. But our Synodal Report does not teach this either, but rather expressly 
testifies in the passage cited: "God, however, gives all men a certain grace, that is, 
so much that they can be saved; that nevertheless many do not become saved is the 
fault of their wilful and stiff-necked reluctance." Is this Calvinistic? Is this not rather 
the pure confessional evangelical Lutheran doctrine? Is it not clearly taught that the 
lack of that richer grace, which is sometimes added to the general grace (not, as S. 
Schmidt says, in order that the latter may first make it effective, but only more 
glorious), is not the cause why the non-elect are lost, but only their stiff-necked 
reluctance? May God, then, in order to be just, give no more grace to any man than 
to another, although he bestows sufficient grace on all to make them blessed? Must 
God, then, in order not to appear partial, impose the grace of constancy on those 
who either willfully and stiff-neckedly resist the grace that is already proceeding, or 
the grace that is already at work in them? Nor, by the way, do we maintain that amplior 


gratia is bestowed only on the elect; on the contrary, we are convinced from Scripture 
that some who are lost have received the more abundant grace, while many blessed 
elect have not been made partakers of it, as, for example, the lost citizens of Chorazin 
and Bethsaida were worthy of a more abundant grace than the Ninivites, who came 
to repentance and grace through Jonah's preaching. - 

Finally, as far as the teachers of our church are concerned, the testimony of 
Hilsemann, which we have already quoted under No. IV, may suffice as proof. 

Thus, finally, the sum of our explanation regarding the passage objected to in 
our publications is as follows: We declare that here, too, we have unfortunately 
spoken neither completely nor clearly enough, so as not to give, even benevolent, 
readers themselves cause to suspect that we teach erroneously; we er- 


54 "Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat. " 


But at the same time make it clear that the real errors, which one therefore thought 
to find in those words of ours, have ever and ever been rejected by ourselves, and 
are still rejected. - 

Now that we have spoken about all those passages in our synodal reports and 
in our synodal organs in regard to which we ourselves want the Augustinian: 
"Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat", to be applied to us, and indeed have spoken in 
such a way as our conscience, caught up in God's Word, demands, we declare the 
following for the actual status controversiae, or for the point of contention in the present 
doctrinal dispute: 

Does God's foreknown faith flow from the election of grace, or does the election 
of grace flow from the foreknown faith? Is the election of grace based on God's mercy 
and Christ's merit alone, or also on man's conduct foreknown by God? Can and 
should a believing Christian be certain of his election and therefore of his salvation, 
or can and should he not be certain of it? 

This, and, of course, all that is necessarily connected with it, and nothing else, 
is the only thing we recognize as the disagreement that at present exists between us 
and our opponents with respect to the doctrine of the election of grace. But far from 
declaring the controversy to be a logomachy, a mere dispute over words, or wanting 
to trace it back to mere misunderstandings, we must all the less now declare it to be 
an injustice, in particular, if we are accused of errors which we ourselves have always 
rejected and still reject, because we think we can construct them from a few words 
or sentences which have occurred here and there in the course of twelve years in our 
publications and which have been subject to misunderstanding. From whatever side 
and in whatever manner we are attacked in the future, we will therefore henceforth 
defend nothing but the affirmative of the stated status controversiae and, by God's 
grace, defend it from God's Word and the Confession; but we will leave this, 
admittedly not innocent, pleasure to those who still seek to capitalize on our 


statements, which we ourselves have subjected to criticism, as the true corpus delicti 
against us. 

We conclude with Augustine's confession, which we also make ours: "Forte non 
digne volo, quomodo dicendum est; nec sic tamen possum dicere, quomodo volo; quanto 
minus, quomodo dicendum est!" *) (Expos. in Joh. 1. Tractat V. L. c. Tom. IV. p. 430.) 

W. 


*) "Perhaps | will not in a worthy manner how to speak; and yet | cannot (once) speak 
as | will; how much less how to speak!" 
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On the pastoral treatment of the spiritually challenged. 


(A conference paper, according to the resolution in the Synodal Report of the Illinois District of 
v. y. p. 90 published for "Doctrine and Defense" by G. A. Sch.) 


(Continued.) 


I. 


V on the pastoral treatment of the challenged. 


This is the most difficult part of the pastor's office, which requires special 
wisdom and faithfulness. For the pastor must often trace the hidden ways of God 
and his Spirit, must have experience of the many and great wiles of the devil and his 
attacks on the heart of man; must be well acquainted with the nature of the human 
heart and the various states of the soul, so that he does not make mistakes in judging 
them, which can bring great harm; must finally also be well practiced and 
experienced in God's Word, in order to always have ready the necessary 
encouragement, admonition, or comfort from God's Word. Yes, in this very part of 
his ministry he will have to feel his own incompetence in the deepest way and be 
driven to humble prayer for divine wisdom; but he will also experience what a great 
blessing his own soul will receive if he shows the right faithfulness in the exercise of 
this important part of his pastoral activity. We summarize what belongs to the 
pastoral treatment of the challenged in 4 theses, without wanting to say in the least 
that the extremely important subject is thereby exhaustively illuminated in all 
respects. 


Thesis I. 


A faithful pastor has to take care especially of those who are challenged by 
diligent intercourse with them after serious preparation through God's word, prayer 
and intercession. 


The faithful pastor has to take special care of the challenged in his 
congregation. They are the spiritually sick. God is angry with the shepherds and 
threatens "woe" to those who do not care for the weak, do not heal the (spiritually) 
sick, do not bind up the wounded, do not fetch the lost, do not seek the lost, Ezek. 
34:4. 34, 4. See on this Dr. Walther's Pastoral Theology, page 292: "A preacher has 
the duty to visit also those members of his congregation who, though not bodily sick, 
are otherwise afflicted with severe misfortune, or are in special peril of soul and 
distress, in danger of apostasy to a false religion, in severe contestations of their 
own hearts, of the world, and of the devil (with doubts of divine truth, 
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with despair, with blasphemous and suicidal thoughts), .... are bodily possessed by 
Satan, and the like." 

To such faithfulness in the direction of his ministry to the spiritually afflicted, the 
pastor should also be driven primarily by the love of Christ; for just as a pious mother 
loves all children equally, and yet gives her special care, diligence, and love to the 
one who is sick among them, so also the Lord is wont to do to those who are afflicted 
with severe afflictions among his sheep; they are a special object of his love. A 
faithful pastor must therefore have the same mind, must let the love of Christ 
penetrate him, that he should take the greatest care of such afflicted ones, regard 
their spiritual need as his own, and present them to God in fervent intercession. Eph. 
6, 18. All the more so, as the Lord testifies how he regards all such faithfulness 
shown to his least members as a service rendered to himself. Match. 25, 40. 

Finally, however, it should not be underestimated what great spiritual benefit 
he himself receives from the faithful fulfillment of his ministry to the challenged. For 
it is a school of rich spiritual experience that he makes in the intercourse and 
treatment of such challenged ones; here he learns, as Scriver says in the fourth 
sermon of the fourth part of his soul treasure, what sin is, what God's grace is. Here 
he learns, as Scriver says in the fourth sermon of the fourth part of his Treasure of 
Souls, what sin is, what God's wrath is, how great the cruelty and malice of the devil, 
how terrible hell and eternal banishment from God's presence, how vain and empty 
the world is with all its glory, how wretched and miserable all men are apart from the 
grace of God, how incomparable a good the grace of God, the fellowship of Jesus 
Christ, and the consolation of the Holy Spirit, etc., are. 

If the preacher must recognize that he is not capable of carrying out his ministry 
fruitfully, he must recognize this even more when he has to treat those who are 
spiritually challenged. He must prepare himself with earnest prayer for wisdom and 
for the help of the Holy Spirit. 

Very good words about this are found in the Klosterberg. PastoralSammlungen, 
1. part p. 424: "A teacher should not put his trust in his own wisdom, science and 
skill, in the opinion that he only wants to do it with it and help a challenged soul. Such 
presumption is displeasing to God, and will not prosper him. Let him turn first of all 
in earnest groaning and prayer to God, who alone wants to be adviser and helper. 
In any case, it does not matter how much is said and said. God often sends a word 
to the teacher in answer to humble prayer, and this word is effective with the afflicted, 
since otherwise long preaching and frequent presentations are in vain. God then 
receives all the glory of the help given, when we despair of ourselves and do all 
things through him and with him." 
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Experience teaches how often the next of kin do not know what to do with such 
afflicted people and how to deal with them. It is all the more necessary that the 
preacher take care of them. He will very often come across a completely wrong 
judgment and treatment of the spiritual patient contrary to God's Word in the 
surroundings of the afflicted person. Therefore, in order to prevent the resulting 
damage, he will have to help those who are in closest contact with him with 
instruction and counsel. 

In addition to the preparation through prayer, it is also necessary that he be 
well equipped with comforting sayings and hymns. There are examples of how a 
single saying from God's Word has often pulled a severely afflicted soul out of its 
condition. Such things cannot be studied out, but come from the Lord. Thus Luther 
was once comforted by a student with the saying 1 John 1:7: "The blood of Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God," etc. Another, who would not be comforted by anything, was 
at last set right by the saying, "The Lord helpeth both man and beast." How little we 
have in our power, and how we can do nothing of ourselves, is seen in the case of 
the physically possessed. There is no art of conjuration without the power of 
believing prayer; the devil cannot be cast out by any other art, by mere words and 
gestures, such as the conjurors use: Apost. 19:13, 16. "The devil is either cast out 
by the prayer of the whole church, that is, by all Christians assembling and binding 
together a prayer so strong and powerful that it penetrates through the clouds and 
is heard; or else he who casts out the wicked enemy must be highly enlightened in 
the spirit, and have a strong, steady courage, so sure of things as Elias, Elisaeus, 
Peter, Paul," etc. (Luther in Dr. Walther's Pastoral Theology p. 294.) Nevertheless, 
let no one presume that he will certainly accomplish the casting out of the devil; but 
the prayer must be made with the condition, if it be so pleasing to God, unless a 
Christian has received from God the special miraculous gift of casting out the devil. 
See Dannhauer in W. Pastoralth. S. 295. 

When the pastor has given a strong and comforting word of God to a person 
in trouble, he should not refrain from praying with him; first, because such prayer 
has the special promise: "If two of you become one on earth, why they should ask, 
it shall be done for them of My Father who is in heaven. 18:19); but also because 
the one who is challenged is prevented by his challenge from freely and childlike 
approaching God in faith and taking hold of his grace in Christ. 

(To be continued.) 
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(Submitted. ) 
A brief explanation. 


As is well known or not, 25 years ago | submitted 19 theses on the election of 
grace to the first volume of "Lehre und Wehre" in agreement with Prof. Cramer, my 
colleague at the local seminary at that time, and the editors accepted them. 

These theses have now also, as | read, been attracted at the Autumn 
Conference by one of our previous opponents, and, as it seems, have been approved 
by him in every expression of them. If | were now silent, it might seem as if this were 
also the case with me, and that, according to content and form, | professed to agree 
with every word. 

As is well known, this doctrine was not yet in dispute at that time; and it is 
common experience that even in the field of theology one does not speak so precisly 
and distinctly as is necessary when a dispute has arisen over a certain doctrine and 
error has crept in. 

Since in the first thesis "the persevering faith" of the elect, foreknown by God, 
is included in the definition of election by grace, | hereby renounce this part of the 
definition. 

It is true that even at that time | had the opinion that this faith did not determine 
and condition God for the election of individuals, for in Thesis 10 it expressly says: 
"Foreknowledge of faith is not the cause of election; for it is not for faith, but for 
Christ's sake, that we are elected," cf. Thesis 4. - But for this very reason the 
conclusion of the first thesis was not correct and subject to misunderstanding; for this 
is self-evident, and therefore superfluous to say, that, since in God nothing is 
successive, but everything simultaneous, He, according to His omniscience, 
foreknew from eternity those whom, by the free act of His will of grace, He chose 
from eternity to eternal blessedness and glory in Christ, and to whom, therefore, in 
time, through the Gospel, He gives the faith which finally endures. 

| therefore also confess the statement of our confession according to the 
Scriptures, that only the free, undeserved and unmerited grace and mercy of God 
and the perfect, most holy merit of Christ are the sole reason and cause of election, 
and recognize the well-known 7 theses and the treatment of the first 4 in last year's 
synodal report of the Western District as being according to the Scriptures and the 
confession. 


Fort Wayne, January 8, 1881. W. Sihler. 
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Literature. 


Origin and development of the colonies in North America. 1496 - 1776. 


Although we have not yet received this writing, its subject matter, treated by a 
man like Thiersch, is of such great interest to us here in America that we cannot 
refuse to share something from the announcement of this writing, which we find in 
the "Kirchliche Mittheilungen aus, Uber und fir Nord - America" Nro. 10 of 1880. Mr. 
Mission Inspector 1. Deinzer in Neuendettelsau writes: "This is the title of a recently 
published book by H. W. J. Thiersch, to which it would be appropriate to draw the 
attention of our readers in a publication that brings church news from and about 
America. The expectations with which one takes a historical work by Thiersch into 
one's hands from the outset are also fully justified by this little work upon closer 
acquaintance. It is true that the author calls his work only a breviary, a short excerpt 
from the comprehensive historical work of the American historian George Bancroft. 
But whoever, like the author of this book, has attempted to familiarize himself with 
Bancroft's extraordinarily extensive work, is already grateful to the author for having 
selected with a sure hand from the overwhelming abundance of material 
accumulated in that American work of history the most important and most 
appealing, and for having presented the comprehensive subject to the reader in a 
clear treatment. That the book, despite the summary treatment of its subject, has 
become more than just a dry historical table, is not to be expected from a writer like 
Thiersch. Here we find that combination of great facial points and general ideas with 
characteristic historical detail, which has always seemed to me to be the only fruitful 
treatment of historical material and the unrivalled ideal of historical representation. - 
Finally, one point should be emphasized in which | am not able to fully adopt the 
views of the author. It is his judgment on the emancipation of the slaves and the civil 
war in North America from 1861 to 1865 that was fought for this purpose. Not as if 
in all that Thiersch says about the denunciation of the abomination of slavery, a word 
too much would be said. But after the slave trade, the worst abomination, had been 
abolished since 1776 and slavery had become a de facto institution permitted by the 
American laws, it seems to me, especially in view of Paul's letter to Philemon, at 
least questionable whether the standpoint of abolitionism (which demanded the 
forcible abolition of slavery) can be reconciled so easily and completely with the 
position of the 
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Christianity on the question of slavery and with the demands of the Christian spirit. It 
is even more questionable to me, after the impressions gained on the spot, whether 
the sudden bestowal of freedom on several million slaves without education for the 
use of freedom was a pure and unmixed benefit for them. But be that as it may, | 
gladly adopt the closing words of Thiersch's little paper: "Through the action of 
Providence, the interior of the dark continent (Africa) has been opened up in our days 
to an extent that has never been the case since the beginning of history. Now the 
task of preaching the gospel to the savage peoples of Africa, and of introducing 
Christian morality and order among them, is all the more urgent for the confessors of 
Christ. Is it not to be expected that the Christian negroes of America, the descendants 
of the unhappy slaves stolen from Africa, will be the most suitable instruments to bring 
the true light into that dark land? Joseph was once sold as a slave by his brothers 
and led away to a foreign land. But God ordained him to be a benefactor, not only to 
Egypt, but also to his brethren, and to all his father's house, that he might say: 'You 
intended to do evil to me, but God intended to do good, that He might do as it is now 
in the day, to preserve much people/ If we or our descendants should live to see the 
blessings of the gospel flow back to Africa through the blacks of North America, we 
have abundant cause to admire the divine working, which at last causes salvation 
and good to come out of the entanglement produced by man's sin." 


Tischendorf, Const, (¢ of Theol., Philos. and Right D.) When were our 
Gospels composed? 4. substantially enlarged. Auflage. Second 
unchanged reprint. Leipzig 1880, Hinrichs (XVI, 133 p. 8). 1.60. 


Among the anti-Renan writings of the penultimate decade, Tischendorf's 
pamphlet "When were our Gospels written?", published in March 1865 in a first 
edition of only 70 pages, deserved one of the first places. The wide distribution of the 
booklet - especially in the third edition, which was enlarged by a historical sketch of 
Tischendorf's travels and researches and which appeared towards the end of 1865 
and was translated into several foreign languages, among others into French, twice 
into English, etc. - was justified not only by the name of the author, but also by the 
appeal of the clear compilation of the most important testimonies of antiquity for the 
age and ecclesiastical use of the canonical Gospels offered by him. In the fourth, 
strongly increased edition published in 1866 the register of witnesses experienced a 
considerable enrichment and the at- 
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given scientific apparatus a considerable tightening and improvement. Much of what 
has been contributed here, partly on provocation of negative critics like Hilgenfeld, 
Volkmar etc., is still today of historical-critical and apologetic importance. The 
unchanged reprint of this last, since then often desired edition may therefore even 
now, six years after the author's death, be called up-to-date and useful from different 
sides. Perhaps the very sharp polemical outpouring against Hilgenfeld and Volkmar, 
which fills a large part of the preface, could have been left out this time. Nevertheless, 
he also contributes so much to the characterization of Tischendorf's entire manner 
and idiosyncrasy that many will not see his reproduction unwillingly. We do not want 
to approve everything that is put forward in it, especially towards the former 
opponent, who has since adopted a partly more prudent and conservative attitude. 
But the energy with which the author wielded his sword for the cause of Christianity 
in the face of an afterwifery that was undermining and disintegrating all historical 
foundations of Christianity deserves to be acknowledged even now and to be 
remembered in view of many contemporary phenomena of the immediate present 
that still go beyond the fundamental overthrow of those hypercritics. Still on the 
scene, both at home and abroad, are attackers of the sacred documents of the Old 
and New Testaments, who adorn themselves with the appearance of scholarship, 
against whom the representatives of a sound ecclesiastical science will not be able 
to avoid joining in Tischendorf's indignant cry: "Ueber das Ligenthum aber, das 
gleichmaBig Kirche und Wissenschaft mit FiGBen tritt, Uber die gleisnerische 
Frivolitat, die die Kirche selbst zu einem Ltgeninstitute degradiert und pure 
Hirngespinnste statt der apostolischen Vermachtnisse verherrlicht, gilt es ein Schrei 
des Schmerzes, des Entsetzens!" (Theol. Literaturbl.) 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


Il. America. 


Ohio Synod. On the 13th of January, Prof. C. A. Frank, hitherto professor in the college 
department of the institution at Columbus, was installed in his office as the third theological 
professor. The professorship at the college, vacated by Prof. Frank's entrance into the theological 
faculty, has been filled by Dr. G. H. Schodde, hitherto pastor at Martins Ferry, O. Prof. Schodde 
was also installed in his new office on the day named. Prof. M. Loy, hitherto second theological 
professor, was appointed by the directors of the institution first theological professor, which 
position had been held by Blessed Professor Lehmann. The election of a professor for the second 
theological professorship has been postponed until March. 
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ll. Abroad. 


The new Saxon Agenda has now come into force after the Saxon pastors, etc., had 
demanded and delivered votas on the draft of the Agenda submitted to them. The new Saxon 
Agenda has now come into force after the Saxon pastors etc. have requested and submitted 
votas on the draft of the Agenda submitted to them. As far as the baptismal forms are concerned, 
even the Lut. hardtsche Kirchenzeitung of December 17 of this year, among others, gives the 
following criticism: "The wish, of course, that the parts constituting the act of baptism itself (apart 
from the baptismal sermons and prayers) be determined only by one form, has not been fulfilled. 
In this country, therefore, one can still ask either the baptized or the godparents about the faith, 
can omit or use the question of abrenunciation, and in the latter case have the child renounce 
either the ‘devil and all his work and being’ or ‘all ungodly being, all sinful thoughts, words, and 
works’. Apart from the not only liturgical but also dogmatic incorrectness contained in this last 
version, to which we would still prefer the complete omission of abrenunciation in infant baptism, 
while in the baptism of an adult the question of renunciation should least of all have been omitted: 
the diversity of the forms is in itself an evil, since one can only too easily see in it a concession 
to the spirit of the times. The state consistory itself seems to have felt the problematic aspect of 
this, since in its preface it refers to this diversity of baptismal forms and leaves it up to the 
clergyman to choose the form "which he considers most appropriate to the particular 
circumstances at hand," but in the case of an objection to the choice made by the clergyman on 
the part of the persons involved, it reserves the decision to the superior ecclesiastical authority. 
The Consistory obviously has in mind the two cases in which a believing pastor chooses the form 
with the devil's renunciation and the unbelieving godparents do not want to renounce the devil, 
or in which the rationalist pastor prefers the form without that renunciation and the believing 
parents and godparents insist on the execution of the devil's renunciation. Since the church 
government has already provided for believers and unbelievers by means of two forms, it will 
hardly always decide according to God's word, but will above all take unbelievers into account 
for the sake of temporal peace. This single point should be enough for a conscientious, faithful 
and confessing church servant not to allow this agenda to be imposed on him under any 
circumstances. Ww. 

“Die Ev.-Luth. Freikirche” of Dec. 15 of last year writes: The charge brought against our 
paper was heard on December 1 before the 2nd Criminal Chamber of the Royal District Court at 
Zwickau and decided against us in the first instance, in that Pastor Kern was sentenced to a fine 
of 150 marks or, in the case of uncollectibility, to 15 days in prison for insulting the State 
Consistory, the "Senior Pastor" Dr. Graue and the entire state clergy, and Mr. Herrmann, the 
printer, was sentenced to a fine of 100 marks or 10 days in prison for the same offense. The 
charge originally went much further, in that we were also accused of insulting the national church 
and offenses against the state order, but the 1st Criminal Chamber of the District Court, which 
had to examine the charge, was so insightful as to recognize that such things were in fact far 
from us. The opening decision of the same criminal division, on the basis of which the main 
hearing was held, found the "insult" in the fact that facts were alleged by Dr. Graue and the State 
Consistory which were suitable to disparage them in public opinion, but which were not 
demonstrably true, namely, by the former that he lectured false religious doctrines dangerous to 
the soul, and by the latter that it protected such false teachers. 
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tiresome expressions. In the main hearing, however, on the part of the public prosecutor, also in 
regard to Dr. Graue and the Landesconsistorium, only the form of the expressions, which in itself 
is supposed to be offensive, was made the object of the attack, and this opinion was also adopted 
by the Court of Justice, which had well convinced itself that the task set for it, namely to decide 
whether Graue was really lecturing religious doctrines that were dangerous to the soul, was far 
removed from his profession, or had recognized from Pastor Kern's thorough defense speech 
that really Graue's teachings, especially his denial of the doctrine of the Trinity, the true, essential 
divinity of our Savior and his substitutionary sacrificial death, which were proven with passages 
from Graue's sermons, were indeed dangerous to the soul, at least according to the judgment of 
the Lutheran confession. That the expressions were neither used in an insulting manner nor had 
a civically offensive form was also proven, but the proof did not seem to be convincing. The matter 
goes to the Reichsgericht for appeal. 

Brunswick. Minkel's "N. Ztbl." of Dec. 15 of last year writes: At the Brunswick State Synod, 
on 7 December, a new confessional and communion order was adopted. The deputy v. 
Heinemann made the motion to delete the word "true" in the formula "this is the true body", since 
there is no other than the true body. Admittedly, there is also a figurative body, for the sake of 
which the true one should probably be deleted. C.-R. Sallentin admonished against this, but 
nevertheless declared the consent of the church government to the whole thing, after the deletion 
had been accepted by the synod. - In reference to this, we read in Luthardt's "Allg. Kz." of Dec. 
31 of last year: "The donation formula, as it is now established, is in itself entirely correct, as 
Julius's and August's were also correct; but it is made "true" incorrect by the deletion of the words 
that has taken place. He who put to himself Luther's question in the Small Catechism, "What is 
the Sacrament of the Altar? 'It is the true body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, under which 
bread and wine Christ Himself instituted us Christians to eat and drink,’ he could not delete the 
‘true' from the formula of administration, and if he had the power and right to prevent this deletion, 
he also had the sacred duty to do so. Consequently, one should now also proceed to delete this 
word in Luther's Catechism, and likewise also the question and answer of our National Catechism: 
"Why do you Say the 'true' body and the 'true' blood? Because we confess that the body and blood 
are given to us in Holy Communion, not merely symbolically, but truly.' What shall we pastors say, 
then, when communion-goers ask us, 'Formerly you declared that we received the true body and 
blood of Jesus Christ, what do we receive now?' We then answer: this you receive even now; 
what shall we say further, if they continue: Why then is the 'true' deleted? The negative answer, 
or rather the answer resulting from the contrast, which our national catechism gives to this 
question, is too striking to be ignored. Therefore, the great agitation everywhere manifesting itself, 
especially (though not exclusively) on the part of the ecclesiastical clergy, is entirely justified." 

Cloter. The disciplinary investigation initiated against Pastor S. G. Chr. Cléter in 
lllenschwang, as a result of which he had already been suspended from office for some time, has 
ended with his dismissal from office. Thus writes the "Allg. Kz." without giving the reason. 

Oath Refusals. The following is written to the "Reichsbote" of Wittenberge: Yesterday a 
clergyman had to appear here before the court of lay assessors as a witness in a criminal case. 
The chairman of the court of lay assessors is a magistrate... 


64Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 


Jewish religion; apart from him there is also a Christian magistrate in the place. The clergyman 
at first had reservations about taking the oath before a Jew, but decided to comply with the law, 
asking in advance in writing to take the oath with the confessional Protestant addition, and if at 
all possible, to be allowed to swear before the judge of his confession. This letter remained 
unanswered. At the appointment the clergyman swore the oath, which the Jewish magistrate 
recited to him, word for word, but added to the oath formula the confessional addition: "through 
Jesus Christ to eternal blessedness. The judge declared this addition to be unlawful, since there 
was nothing in the law about it, and demanded that the pastor in question take the oath again 
without the addition. The pastor did not agree to this, since he had already sworn, and demanded 
to be taken on record. This was ignored, whereupon the presiding judge and the jurors returned 
to the deliberation room. After the deliberation, the court reappeared, and the judge asked the 
witness whether he had now changed his mind. When this was answered in the negative, the 
clergyman was sentenced to 30 marks fine, possibly 3 days imprisonment, against which verdict 
the clergyman will appeal to the Regional Court in Ruppin. The date was adjourned. (Art. 62 of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure reads: The oath begins with the words: "| swear to God the 
Almighty and Omniscient" - which concludes with the words: "So help me God.") - From Munich 
asimilar case is reported as follows: A rare case was the subject of a prolonged trial at the military 
district court here. The recruit Friedrich Muller of the 1st Train Battalion was accused of the 
military offence of insubordination, committed by refusing to take the oath of allegiance in its 
existing form. ...in its existing form. The facts of the case are as follows: On 9. On November 9, 
the accused was to take the oath of allegiance with fifteen other recruits, but Muller refused to 
comply with this order, declaring that he belonged to the Southern German "Evangelical Lutheran 
Free Church," which has the creed of the "Augsburg Confession," according to whose principles 
the taking of the oath, as it reads, is inadmissible unless the following words are added to the 
oath: "As far as the word of God permits. The prosecutor described the defendant as a religious 
zealot. The jury answered in the affirmative both as to guilt and as to mitigating circumstances. 
The defendant was sentenced to 43 days in prison. 

England. The "Allg. Kz." of Dec. 24 of last year writes: How even in England, in spite of 
the fact that it has no civil status law, church life is in many respects declining, can be seen from 
a statistical account of the baptisms performed in Leicester in the years 1877-79. In those years 
14,229 children were born and only 9218 were baptized. Of these baptisms, 7770 took place in 
the Anglican Church, 264 in the Catholics, 1184 in the Nonconformists, including the adult 
Baptists; thus about one-third of the children were not baptized. And, adds the "Church Times" 
to this note, there is no reason to suppose that in this respect Leicester is worse than any other 
city. - A novelty, the origin of which would hardly be conceivable in Germany, is at present to be 
found in England in a "sermon factory" opened in London. This newest "foundation" has sent a 
circular to the preachers of the country, as well as to the English preachers of America, in which 
it offers them its products at 25 cents a piece, the hundred at 20 dollars. Besides this, a cheaper 
variety, the piece at 10 cents, is also supplied. These "sermons" are lithographed in cursive, so 
that they do not need to be copied for reading from the pulpit, in order to give the reader the 
impression that he is reading self-written sermons. Orthodoxy" is guaranteed by the factory in 
every case! 
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"Which he hath before provided." 


Rom. 8, 29. 


That these words of our Luther Bible, with which the holy apostle Paul begins 
his exposition of the doctrine of election by grace in his letter to the Romans, belong 
to the most decisive words of Christ in this doctrine, there can be no doubt. Our 
opponents, too, call them their "fortress," thinking that they can prove from these 
words their doctrine that election was made in view of the persevering faith of certain 
men foreknown by God. 

Now it is an undeniable fact that the Latin translation of the Formula of 
Concord, which has finally been received, shows that the words "previously 
provided," "provided," "providence," or "providence" in our ecclesiastical confession 
are taken to be identical with "elect," "chosen," "election," and sometimes with 
"predestinate," "predestinated," "predestination. Already the words of the 
superscription of the 11th article of the Formula of Concord, "Of the eternal 


providence and election of God," are translated by the Latin words, "De aeterna 


praedestinatione et electione Dei." In 10 and 11 alone the words "provide" and 
"providence" occur seven times, and constant here these words are translated 


non 


"praedeetinavit", ,,praedestinatus", ,,praedestinatio", "electu8", ,,electio", and in § 11 the 
word "provide" is translated by the two words "electus seu praedestinatus". But if one 
should say that with the translation of these words it is not yet decided how the 
confession wants the words of Scripture to be understood: "Which he hath before 
provided," this objection is refuted by the fact that in § 27 of the German text it says: 
"As Paul saith Rom. 8: 'Whom God hath provided, chosen, and ordained, them hath 
he also called," and that also these decisive Bible words are rendered in Latin as 
follows: "Quos praedestinavit, elegit et praeordinavit' (inquit Paulus Rom. 8, 29. sq.), ‘hos 


et vocavit/" 
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According to this, we need know nothing more of our opponents than that they 
must interpret the decisive scriptural words, as they themselves assert, "which he 
provided beforehand," in order to support their doctrine of election in consequence of 
the "foreknowledge" of persevering faith, quite differently from the confession, nay, 
must reject the interpretation which the confession gives of these words: so we also 
know that our opponents lead a quite different doctrine of the election of grace from 
that which our church leads in her confession. If the doctrine of our opponents is the 
right one, then the doctrine of the Formula of Concord must be wrong; but if the 
doctrine of the Formula of Concord is right, then the doctrine of our opponents must 
be wrong. Tertium non datur. Our opponents could not betray themselves more 
grievously than by rejecting that interpretation of the fundamental passage of Holy 
Scripture concerning the election of grace which is given in the doctrinal confession 
of our Lutheran Church. Whoever does not see from this that our opponents teach 
about the election of grace in an un-Lutheran way must be blind, or his eyes must be 
held back by deep-seated prejudices, so that he can no longer see with his seeing 
eyes. 

Our opponents obviously feel this painfully enough. What do they therefore do? 
- Although they themselves used to refer to the Latin translation of the Concordia 
formula against us on other occasions,*) they have not only become ever more silent 
and still in this respect, but now they also protest against the fact that one wants to 
refer to the Latin translation against them and beat and trap them with it, and declare 
that they only want to use the German "translation of the Concordia formula, which 
the church has subordinated to the German translation of the Concordia formula. 


*) E. g., on the translation of the words "in Gnaden bedacht" (§ 23.) with "clementer 


praescivit. Now it is outrageous that the word "to consider someone" should mean so much as 


"to know someone in advance," since every one who understands German knows that the word 
"to consider someone" means so much as to think of something for someone, to provide 
something for someone, to give something to someone; which may be seen from any good 
German dictionary; comp. also Dan. 11:21, where it is said, "To whom the honor of the kingdom 
was not intended" (Heb. XXXX-XXX, which de Wette has equally correctly translated, "To whom 


the kingship was not intended," the LXX: "ovk [dw@xay," Vulgate: ,,Non tribuetur. " Incidentally, 
it is also indicated clearly enough by the connection of the Latin word "praescivit" with the word 
"clementer" in the Latin translation of the Concordia formula, that the word "praescivit" is here 


intended to denote an act not of the intellect as well as of the will. For what intelligent man would 
say that he had kindly foreknown something? There are two other things in addition to this. First, 


that in § 44 the word "has considered" is translated by the Latin word "decrevit," and second, 
that in § 23 the words "clementer praescivit" are originally the translation of the words of the 
Chemnitz Enchiridion, from which they have passed into the Concordia formula, namely, of the 


words: "Considered according to his gracious decree." (S. Frank's Theologie der 
Concordienfoxmel IV, 336.) To try to beat us with the Latin translation is thus wind. 
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The text of the Bible was considered the authentic and therefore the only 
authoritative one. Such a use of the Latin text is called, in good German, making a 
quandary, and acting according to the principle of certain people: "Sicnos, non nobis," 
i.e., we may well do so, but others may not do so to us too! 

Now we readily admit that if someone here in America does not want to be 
bound to the Latin translation as an ecclesiastically received text, one cannot force 
him to do so. For it was not the intention of the translator, Dr. Lukas Osiander, nor of 
the revisers of this translation, Dr. Chemnitzens and others, to make it a second 
authentic text. When, therefore, a few of those theologians who had already signed 
the German copy saw that their names had also been signed under the Latin 
translation, without the translation having been sent to them beforehand for the 
purpose of overlooking it and "having" their names recorded under it, they were 
displeased about this, and were now assured that "the Versio latina had not been 
authenticated" because of such signatures of the names. Later, however, the Latin 
text has always been recognized in the German churches alongside the German 
text. J. T. Miller, the editor of the Stuttgart German-Latin Concordia Book, writes the 
following in his "Introduction to Historical Theology": "The first Latin translation of the 
Concordia formula was made by Lukas Osiander, and Selnecker included this in the 
first Latin edition of 1580, but because of its many deficiencies, he felt compelled to 
include a modified translation in his special German-Latin edition of 1582. Since, 
however, this also received much criticism, especially from the theologians of 
Brunswick, it was reviewed and improved under Chemnitz’ direction at the 
convention held in Quedlinburg in 1583, and then included in the "first authentic" 
(Muller himself emphasizes the latter by printing it) "edition of 1584. In this form it 
was retained and now constitutes the ecclesiastically recipirated" (we emphasize 
this) "Latin text." (S. CIV. CV..) Dr. F. Frank, Prof. at Erlangen, the author of the 
paper, "The Theology of the Concordia Formula," also writes in the second edition 
of Herzog's "RealEncyklopadie," in the article, "Concordia Formula," as follows: "The 
first translations into Latin by Lukas Osiander in 1580 and Selnecker in 1582 were in 
part defective, and only the Latin adaptation established at a convention at 
Quedlinburg under Chemnitz, which appeared under official authority in Leipzig in 
1584, was henceforth recognized as the Latin text of the Confession corresponding 
to the German original." (Vol. VIII, p. 186.) 
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Now, as | have said, we readily admit that we cannot compel our opponents 
here in America to recognize the Latin text*) as authentic, although it has been 
received as such by the Lutheran Church in Germany for almost 300 years, since 
the Synodal Conference has not yet pronounced itself on this point, but this 
concession of ours does not help our opponents in their cause in the least. For the 
following reasons. 

First of all, it is an undeniable historical fact, which we hope our opponents will 
not deny (for, as the American says, facts are stubborn things), that Chemnitz, in 
association with other theologians, revised the Osianderic Latin translation objected 
to by the "Brunswickers" in order to eliminate all indecency. But our opponents will 
not assume that Chemnitz did not know enough Latin to see that, for example, the 
original of the 11th Article, in which the word "Vorschrift" is used, is not already in 
Latin. They will certainly not assume, first, that Chemnitz did not know enough Latin 
not to see at once that, for example, the prewriting of the eleventh article, in which 
the word "providence" is translated "praedestinatio," is mistranslated, that it must 
therefore rather be "praescientia," and that, above all, the translation of the apostle's 


decisive words, "which he provided beforehand," with "quos praedestinavit, elegit," is a 
bad translation error. Nor, on the other hand, will you certainly suppose that 
Chemnitz was such a careless man that, although he knew quite well that the 
translation of the word "provided" with "electus, praedestinatus," etc., was wrong, he 
regarded this as quite irrelevant and therefore let this mistranslation stand quietly, 
although he likewise knew quite well that those scrupulators would regard the 
translation with suspicious eyes. But if it is certain, and our opponents must admit it, 
that Chemnitz regarded and confirmed the translation of Paul's words "which he had 
previously provided" with the words "quos praedestinavit, elegit" as the correct Latin 
translation, truly expressing the meaning of the apostle, it is also certain that our 
opponents, who understand Paul's words "which he hath before provided" quite 
differently, interpret them at all events contrary to confession, and that, as their whole 
theory of the election of grace is built on this interpretation of theirs, this also is their 
whole theory contrary to confession. 

Secondly, Chemnitz not only left the Latin translation as the correct one and 
thus confirmed it, but he also used the word "Versehung" in the same meaning in his 
German writings. Thus, for example, he writes in his Postille: "This is the simple mind 
and opinion of what is to be done. 


*) As this is also the case with regard to the Augsburg Confession, the German text of 
which, as is known, was handed over only in Augsburg A. 1830, as well as with regard to the 
Schmalkaldic Articles, which, as is known, were also written by Luther only in German. 
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The first part of the Enchiridion, which was written in 1574, reads: "Of the eternal 
disposition or election of God unto salvation. (Il, 551.) Also, in his "Enchiridion," of 
1574, the superscription is already thus, "Of the eternal providence or election of 
God to salvation," which Zanger (Chemnitz's coadjutor) has translated, "De 


praedestirwdione sive electione salvandorum." And this Jdentificirung of "providence" 
with "election" or "predestination" runs through the whole "Enchiridion." 

Summa: Our Lutheran confession declares the decisive words of the 
fundamental passage of Scripture concerning the election of grace: "Which he hath 
before ordained," to be constantly synonymous with: "Which he hath chosen;" our 
opponents, on the other hand, reject this understanding of Scripture, declaring these 
words to be synonymous with: "Which he knew beforehand, and knew beforehand 
by certain characteristics, that is, which he saw beforehand as faithfully persevering 
in the faith to the end"; nay, they declare those words thus interpreted to be their 
castle and the foundation on which their doctrine of an election intuitu fidei rests; 
Already herewith our opponents irrefutably prove that they lead a doctrine of election 
by grace which is contrary to the confession, that is, a doctrine which is totally 
different from that which our church has laid down in its confession, *) indeed, that 
they reject the clear doctrine of the Lutheran confession as a Calvinistic one and 
brand it as an ungodly and heretical one, in that, because we simply hold to that 
doctrine of our confession, they therefore cry out and blaspheme us as Calvinists. 

Well then, we remain with the simple understanding of the words, "Which he 
hath provided before," as the sound of the words gives it, as Luther and Chemnitz 
have recorded it, and as our church has laid down in its confession, to which we are 
sacredly bound. But we commend it to God, the righteous Judge, if our adversaries 
condemn us for it. W. 


Some notes on "old and new". 


"Altes und Neues", the paper founded specifically in contrast to us, continues 
to appear this year. One cannot read this paper without becoming deeply saddened 
and also feeling the deepest pity for its 


*) To show that the interpretation of the words, "Which he hath before provided," which our 
opponents claim to be the true Lutheran, is also contrary to Scripture, is not the intention of this 
article. 
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He has worked himself up into such fanaticism that he now seems in his mistaken 
conscience really to think we teach Calvinistically. He has worked himself into such 
fanaticism that he now, in his erring conscience, really seems to think that we teach 
Calvinistically. In his fanaticism he has not yet found the necessary tranquility to 
understand what we teach in a comprehensive way, and then he has not refrained 
from mean personal outbursts. We will only deal with "A. u. N." in such a way that 
we single out and briefly illuminate such statements from it which are decisive for the 
editor's wrong position, and through the rejection of which what he puts forward 
becomes invalid. 

In No. 2. and 3. 1881 there is a longer exposition on Rom. 8, 29.: ot! ov¢ mpoiyva 


yo mpodpice yt. Luther: "Which he hath provided before, these he hath also 
ordained," etc. w. At the top is written as a motto: "The word they shall lasten stahn 
und kein'n Dank dazu haben." After that, it is clear what "A. and N." is getting at. It 
seems quite naive, as if we were departing from the letter in our interpretation of 
Rom. 8:29, and were guilty of the greatest arbitrariness, while the interpretation of 
the foreknowledge of persevering faith is required by the letter. It is said there, "If we 
take the words of Paul, "Whom he foreknew he also ordained,’ simply as they read, 
and according to their natural, simple sense, the predestination to glory cannot have 
been without foreknowledge of faith, or, what is the same thing, of the merit of Christ 
taken in faith." And with this interpretation "A. u. N." wants to have stuck to the letter! 
How does the matter actually stand? If it be interpreted, "which faith he knew before," 
the personal object "which" ("8c) is thrown away, and a conceptually totally different 
object, "which faith,” is put in, with no thought of the matter. If it be interpreted, "which 
he hath known before as believers," then without more ado a predicate term ("as 
believers") is added to the object ("which"), which can neither be recovered from 
what precedes or follows, nor even from the parallel passages which deal with 
election. In no passage dealing with election is it said that persevering faith is to be 
placed before election, so that God first looked to see whether man would also have 
persevering faith, in order to choose him in consequence. On the contrary, the 
Scriptures speak of the election of the children of God in such a way that they are to 
consider election as the source of all spiritual blessing, Eph. 1, 3 ff. 2 Tim. 1, 9. 2 
Thess. 2, 13. etc. Also from the context the "as persevering believers" cannot be 
added, because it is not to be seen there (also not according to the sense). One 
could rather think of an addition of "as lovers of God," because it says in v. 28: "But 
we know that all things are for the best to them that love God." But this addition "A. 
u. N." themselves do not want. And how does "A. u. N.," in its view of this passage, 
come in the espe- 
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How does the apostle deal with the election and his other views of the election in 
general, with v. 31? The apostle here draws a facit also from what has been said 
about election, "What then shall we say Hiezu? If God be for us, who may be against 
us?" If we allow ourselves the addition, with "A. and N.," "whom he hath foreknown 
as persevering believers, them also hath he foreknown," and add what the same 
sheet reminds us, "Who is foreknown or not depends on who is foreknown or not" 
(namely, as a persevering believer), and finally believe-also on the admonition of "A. 
and N. and N." - that no one can and ought to believe with certainty of faith that he 
will persevere in the faith: what ought to be the answer to the question: "What shall 
we say to this? Something like this: "There is really nothing definite that can be said. 
Perhaps God is for us, if we will persevere to the end, which is still doubtful. - But 
(and this is the last refuge) it is said in Scripture: "Lord, thine eyes are upon faith" 
(Jer. 5:3). Certainly. But, what is this? It is also said in Scripture, "The eyes of the 
LORD look upon the righteous" (1 Pet. 3:12.). From such general sayings, which do 
not deal with election, neither the foreknowledge of faith nor the foreknowledge of 
righteousness, or rather of good works, can be added as a reason for election, no 
matter how different a position faith and good works may otherwise occupy in relation 
to a man's becoming blessed. What then is the state of the case? The interpretation 
which "A. and N." brings can only be gained if one either takes the liberty of inserting 
an entirely new object (instead of "which": "which faith") or takes the liberty of adding 
to the object ("which") a predicate aaceusative ("as persevering believers"), which 
neither the context nor even the parallelism gives to hand. Now hold against this 
procedure the motto, "The word they shall let stand." It sounds like mockery and 
blasphemy under these circumstances. - We, on the other hand, really stick to the 
letter with our interpretation of "S¢ mpoiyvo. We do not, for instance, substitute for 
"which": "which faith"; nor do we take the liberty of adding to "which" the nearer 
definition of quality: "as persevering believers" quite arbitrarily against context and 
parallelism. We do not detract from the words in question, nor do we add to the same. 
Ov¢g mpoéyv@ means: which he (God) foreknew. But in order to render this 
"Zuvorerkennen" of God into the terms of the German language, Luther translated it 
"versehen," and we have more often rendered it with the same intention, "to accept, 
to put into communion with," etc. Is this arbitrariness? No! That Scripture knows a 
"recognizing" on the part of God, which we can paraphrase by "accepting, putting into 
communion with Himself," etc., is evident from passages, 
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As Amos 3, 2. *) Gal. 4, 9. 1 Cor. 8, 3. and so on are irrefutably stated and also 
acknowledged by the old exegetes. **This "knowledge" of God, which is established 
in biblical usage, must be accepted in Rom. 8, 29, because the additions made by 
the opposite part are inadmissible. If we now add that the word foreknowing, in the 
two places where it occurs in the New Testament of a foreknowing of God (Rom. 
11:2. 1 Pet. 1:20.), can by no means be understood of the mere knowing beforehand, 
we must really wonder how anyone can seriously say that we interpret the words of 
the Holy Spirit, that we must make "tremendous efforts" to bring out our interpretation. 
No, the interpretation is quite decidedly on the other side when the facts are carefully 
examined, 


*Amos 3:2, God speaks to Israel through the prophet: "Out of all the families of the earth | 


alone have known you" (XXXX LXX éyvv). Surely here it would not be far out of the way to 
paraphrase "to know" by "to accept, to put into communion with." Or does this view also deviate 
from the letter? At this point another statement of "A. and N.," which belongs to the foundation of 
his view, becomes disgraceful. For it is asserted that the "knowing of some before others,” even 
on the part of God, necessarily presupposes an "existing difference. Otherwise "they must have 
known God either all in the same way, or none at all." This is supposed to be the sense of 
"knowing" "in all languages, even in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. Now we hold 
this pronunciation against Amos 3, 2. There it is said of a knowing of one people before others 
(XXXX XXonly you have | known XXXXX XXXXXX XXX out of all peoples). 

of the earth) the speech. What were the good characteristics that distinguished Israel from the 
other nations before it was recognized by God and by which God could recognize it before other 
nations? God rather saith of Israel Deut. 9:6: "Know therefore that the LORD thy God giveth thee 
not this good land to possess for thy righteousness’ sake, because thou art a stiff-necked people." 
It is clear that before God knew Israel, there was no characteristic about her that distinguished 
her from other peoples. With his recognition God made it a holy, a covenant people. Of course, 
Amos 3:2 does not speak of a recognition that would first of all refer to the choice of blessedness. 
Through this recognition God made Israel His covenant people. But at the present time it is only 
important for us to see how the Scriptures use the word "to know. One must not determine this 
term for oneself according to one's own ideas, but let it be determined 'by observing the use of 


the language of the holy Scriptures. - As to Gal. 4:9, those here "known of God" (yve@atévtec VnO 
& &0i) are such as before "being known." 
according to v. 8. were idolaters (otk étldtee “gov idovdeioate toic pitoel pin ovat & Eoic). 


**) Thus Gerhard says to Amos 3:2. in the paraphrase to 'XXX, | have recognized "prae 
cunctis gentibus in peculium vos elegi" (before all firecrackers | have chosen you to be 
Eigmthum). And Polyc. Leyser translates with COgnovi and adds as an explanation: "h. e. quod 
gentem Israeliticam prae cunctis aliis gentibus in populum peculiarem, imo in regale 


sacerdotium et gentem sanctam mihi delegerim” (i. e. that | have chosen Israel before all other 
peoples to be mv own. even to be the roval priesthood and holv nation). 
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and very well "A. and N." writes against itself: "Where else do the 'various doctrines’ 
and innumerable heresies in the church come from, than from the fact that one does 
not apply the necessary care and conscientiousness in the interpretation of the holy 
Scriptures, but makes out of the words what one wants, and according to 
preconceived opinions recklessly reinterprets the meaning of the Holy Spirit into 
something else? "A. & N." may well further consider what it likewise itself adduces 
from our Confession: "Do they (the papal sophists) think that the Holy Spirit does not 
set His words with certainty and deliberation, or know not what He speaks?" Yes, so 
certainly and deliberately has he set his words, that no man should presume (as "A. 
and N." now do in the struggle against the truth testified to) to make arbitrary 
additions to them, which the Holy Spirit might have forgotten. Finally, let "A. and N." 
also note Chemnitz's word (also cited by "A. and N."): "Diligence of observation is 
something that is well regarded by godly men, who know that in the Scriptures there 
is not one jot or tittle so small as to be of no more value than heaven and earth, Matt. 
5:18." But the "jotas and ticks" in Scripture are despised by those who make their 
own hooks to hang their thoughts on, and then pass off everything with each other, 
their own hooks and thoughts, for God's "jotas and ticks" in Scripture and for God's 
thoughts. 


Of course, "A. u. N." operates mainly with quotations from the dogmatists of 
the seventeenth century against us, and we are portrayed as people who disdain 
the dogmatists, who want to be smarter than the "ancients. One hardly seriously 
believes oneself what is said here. In a campaign, alas! not only in politics, many a 
thing is set in motion which is a gross violation of the eighth commandment. Where 
else does one get the great reproach that Old Missouri has become New Missouri, 
than from the fact that Missouri, before the doctrine of election was actually in 
dispute and before frightful consequences were drawn from an _ incorrect 
presentation,*) joined the dogmatists of the seventeenth century as far as possible 
in the doctrine of election, even in the exegesis of Rom. 8:29. 8, 29. The opposite 
party might be so far acquainted with the fathers of the Missouri Synod as to know 
how they, as disciples, also sat down at the feet of the dogmatists, and were urged 
only by the utmost necessity of conscience, and when it was 


*Such a consequence has now been drawn by asserting that no Christian can be certain 
of his blessedness and election in faith. In this our opponents differ essentially from the 
dogmatists. 
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We can now no longer go along with the dogmatists in every respect, because their 
doctrine is now asserted against the teaching of the symbols. In this doctrine we can 
no longer go along with the dogmatists in every respect, because their doctrine is 
now asserted against the doctrine of the symbols, and the latter is even called 
Calvinistic heresy. From this it is evident at the same time that our opponents 
despise even older "ancients" than ourselves, namely, Luther, Chemnitz, Kirchner, 
etc., and above all our Concordia formula. According to "A. u. N.," Luther also, in 
translating Rom. 8, 29. oug zpoéyvw by: "which he hath foreknown," acted contrary 
to his own word, "The word they shall let stand," and tampered with the words of the 
Holy Ghost.*) When the editor of "A. u. N." asserts that Luther's "provided" Rom. 8, 
29. is so much as "foreknew, foreknew," this is an assertion by the serious refutation 
of which one would make oneself ridiculous. Think, "which he foreknew beforehand!" 
If one continues in this way, one will finally have to confess that at the time of the 
Reformation, during Luther's lifetime, at the time of the writing of our Confessions, 
Lutheran teaching did not exist, and that the Lutheran Church has existed only since 
the seventeenth century. 


Another weapon in the conduct of which "A. and N." takes great delight is that 
of placing us as often as possible together with the Calvinists, and triumphantly 
exclaiming, "See, what agreement in expression!" Last summer, after all, in the 
papers hostile to the Missouri Synod, there appeared a diagram composed by "A. 
and N." which was intended to illustrate our agreement with the Calvinists. But there 
we already have fellow sufferers. After all, Luther was also thrown in with the 
Calvinists, and it was claimed of the Concordia formula that it had not yet overcome 
all Calvinistic leaven. But a theologian within the Synodal Conference should surely 
have more sensorium for Lutheran truth and not be guilty of such superficiality as to 
speak in certain terms of a unity in doctrine at an external meeting with a completely 
different basis and entirely divergent motives. In this way we can prove the 
congruence of Lutheran doctrine with Calvinistic, and even with Roman, doctrine in 
almost all articles of faith, Compare also what Frank, for instance, says in his 
"Theology of the Formula of Concord," concerning the difference of the Lutheran 
and Calvinistic doctrines of predestination, notwithstanding their external 
coincidence in some expressions. This punct will, God willing, be dealt with later in 
an article of its own. 


*The same would also apply to the Concordia formula. For the latter is just as stated in 
Rom. 8, 29, as already stated in "Lehre und Wehre" 1880 pp. 135. f. 
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The Missouri Synod has always taught that those who are saved are saved 
solely by God's eternal grace; those who are lost are lost through their own fault, 
through their stubborn resistance to the work of the Holy Spirit in Word and 
Sacrament. Our opponents, however, continually seek to make our doctrine appear 
as if we were not in earnest about the last sentence, as if we denied God's general 
powerful will of grace. God will judge this one day, who will test hearts and kidneys. 
Those who try to accuse us in this way before Christians will also give an account of 
their actions to Christ one day. No human mind can understand how these two 
propositions can exist side by side in full truth. But the Scriptures reveal both, and a 
Christian believes both, and we also believe both, by God's grace, from the heart. 
We could easily, under God's permission, grow some theological braid by which the 
two propositions would be mediated and acceptable to human reason. God's grace 
has so far kept us from this mediation. We know, too, that every doctrine of election 
by grace becomes practically useless which presupposes something good (though 
wrought by grace) in man. No poor sinner can take comfort in the hour of contesting 
election, unless it sets in the poor sinner. 


In the report of the W. D. 1879. p. 81 it is rejected as wrong if the election is 
understood conditionally in the sense, "So that God would have said: | will choose 
you, but on condition that you accept my word, remain steadfast in it until the end. If 
this were to be regarded as a condition, who then would be sure of his blessedness!" 
It is also said there that praying, watching, using the means of grace, etc., are to be 
regarded as the order in which God leads to blessedness. P. 82 goes on to explain 
how this order is included in God's eternal counsel of election, and forms a part of it. 
But "A. u. N." calls the above rejection of conditionality utterly false, and finds in it 
the unconditional Calvinistic predestination. According to this, it wants election, 
which is so conditioned by human conduct, that man must first perform praying, 
watching, using the means of grace, etc., in order to be elected. Only a few more 
such expressions of "A. and N.": and it must be clear even to the dumbest eye, that 
the election is not to be made merely in regard to faith, but also in regard to the 
whole Christian walk, and also to good works. In general, it is pure self-deception 
when the opposite party thinks that he teaches election "in view of Christ taken in 
faith. According to him, if one takes into account the 
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The object of foresight is not faith or the merit of Christ, but a certain attitude towards 
the activity of the Holy Spirit, which is aimed at the production and preservation of 
faith. The object of foresight is not faith or the merit of Christ received in faith, but a 
certain attitude on the part of man toward the activity of the Holy Spirit, which aims 
at the production and preservation of faith. More closely, foreknowledge has for its 
object the refraining from wanton resistance and the permitting of the efficacy of the 
Holy Spirit. Thus one is mistaken if he thinks that all emphasis is laid on the merit of 
Christ grasped in faith. One actually lays all the emphasis on man's conduct around 
faith, on something that must be in man to come to faith and persevere in it. God, in 
choosing, did not really look at the faith which He works, but at this, that man should 
let God work faith in him. 


Pies 


(Sent in by Prof. Grabner.) 


Can and should we be certain of our election? 


If the unholy, antichristian Council of Trent, in the fifteenth canon of its sixth 
session, pronounces a curse on anyone who says that a man who has been born 
again and justified should believe that he is certain in the number of the elect, *) this 
is nothing remarkable; for this mob has pronounced the same blessing on all 
doctrines that can make a poor sinner confident and joyful in his God. But if in the 
Lutheran Church the truth that we can and ought to rejoice confidently in our election 
and final blessedness excites head-shaking, it is a wondrous phenomenon. For we 
confess in the Small Catechism: "- and will give me eternal life together with all 
believers in Christ, that is certainly true." Let us sing with John Olearius: 


Because truth cannot deceive, | will thee dream. Because you 
won't leave anyone; 

Because thy word cannot deceive, My blessedness abideth for 
ever and ever - 


*) Si quis dixerit, hominem renatum et justificatum teneri ex fide ad 
credendum, se certo esse in numero praedestinatorum, anathema sit. Conc. Trid. 
Sess. VI. can. XV. 
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and with Paul von Spretten: 


If now temptation come, defend thyself, lest it overthrow me; 
Thou may'st measure, that it bring'st me no danger; 
| know you won't let go - 


and with Caspar Neumann: 


God, you have chosen me in your Son from eternity. 


And we are right in our confession, for we stand with it on the firm ground of Scripture. 

That there may come hours and times in a Christian's life when his knees 
shake, his hands tremble, his eyes darken, when everything seems to him to be in 
danger, is likewise certain, as certainly as we still have flesh and blood on us, and 
many are the situations of inner and outer life in which we may find it easier than 
otherwise. If, for instance, a Christian, against whom the waves and bulges of bloody 
and smoking persecution were rolling in, and before whose eyes here and there one 
or whole multitudes, who hitherto confessed Christ, now turned their backs on him, 
instead of standing firm and faithful even unto death, should be frightened in such a 
situation, and should begin to sink as Peter once did in the wind and the rush of the 
waves, this might well be explained. But the right explanation would be just that which 
the Lord gave to Peter, saying, "O thou of little faith, why didst thou doubt?" 

Paul, on the other hand, stands before us quite differently, writing his second 
letter to Timothy under the very circumstances indicated above. "Now | am poured 
out as a drink offering," he writes Cap. 4, 6. i. e. | shall now have to shed my blood 
for Christ's sake, "and," he continues, "the time of my departure is at hand." 
Apostates in Asia and apostasy in Rome he had to lament. But what do we hear of 
him? Do we hear that he doubts whether he will also reach the goal, obtain the crown, 
enter into glory? Nothing of the kind. On the contrary, he writes 2 Tim. 1, 12: [émeiopia 
dt dvvatoc éotiv ty mapa- “nynV Lov pvdAdgar Eic éyetvyy thy Nuépay. - [lémeiopai, he says, 
and this word is well to be observed. The old root bhadh, attenuated bhidh, Sanskr. 
bandh, with which the Greek verb treMeo@ai is connected, is found again in the 
German "Band, bind," and this basic meaning runs through the most varied forms of 
this root: zot0c, faithful, reliable, tiiotic, trust, faith, confidence, Treioya, band, rope, 
fidus, faithful, fides, loyalty, faith, foedus, Bundni®B, funis, rope. Everywhere prevails the 


idea of firmness, the antithesis of looseness, looseness. So also in trétreiopal. That 
may be 
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say of himself in truth only he who is firmly convinced of a thing, that therefore the 
apostle in our verse says of himself, "| have the conviction, the firm confidence, that 
he in whom | believe (Cf. the preceding oida év w zemiotevya) is able to preserve for 
me my napafhjx-y to that day." 

Now what is this trapa*hyn? The word occurs three times in the New 
Testament, namely here, then immediately below verse 14, and 1 Tim. 6, 20. 
Etymologically it denotes, by virtue of its derivation from trapati*pi, fo enclose, any 
thing enclosed to one, which one has not made or procured for himself, but has 
received from another. Luther, according to this etymology, translates it exactly, 
Beilage; and it is certainly correct to take it in this general meaning, since the special 
meaning "pledge," which occurs in Greek usage, gives no sense at all here. Now, as 
manifold as the things are which may be attached to or lent to one, so many are the 
things which in concrete cases may be signified by this word, and it must be decided 
by the context in each case what is meant. What understanding the context demands 
in the other two passages, we can, under these circumstances, be essentially 
indifferent to; according to our conviction, verse 14. and 1 Tim. 6, 20. by Trapa’njxn 
is signified the pure, sound doctrine, which Timothy had received from God through 
the holy Scriptures and through Paulum. Can it here mean the same thing, or, as De 
Wette and Huther will, and which amounts to the same thing, Paul's magisterium, or 
is some other thing here signified by this word? That a certain supplement is meant 
is already clearly indicated by the article, and already by this, as well as by other 
reasons, Balduin's procedure, which in the Analysis et explicatio understands the 


teaching of Paul, and in the Quaestiones and the Aphorismi the blessedness, is 
condemned as an unlawful one. 

So what does the context say? 

If we first take a look at the following context, we find immediately at the verbum 
@uAdéai the determination: ei éyetvyv tyv nuépav. From these words alone it is clear 
that the apostle cannot have understood by his epithet the office entrusted to him. 
For as certainly as he means by iveivy 7 nuépa in our place, as also below v. 18. Cap. 
4, 8. and 2 Thess. 1, 10. denotes nothing else than the day of Christ's return to 
judgment, so little can the same apostle, seeing his near bloody death before his 
eyes, mean to say that he had confidence that God would preserve his apostleship 
for him to that day. In order to hold this view, it is necessary to resort to the more 
than artificial explanation of Luther, who writes: "On that day,' that is, in such a way 
that on that day | shall restore unharmed the property entrusted to me to the one who 
delivered it to me, or, what in the broader sense is the same 
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of the administration of the same." How is it to be imagined that the apostle will again 
give his apostleship to God on the day of the resurrection, after God has long since 
taken it from him, since he called him out of the contending into the triumphant 
church? Or shall the apostleship cling to the decayed body of Paul? And should the 
apostle, in those days of affliction, and in the face of the last struggle, really have 
consoled himself with the account which he would one day give of his administration? 
Then St. Paul himself knows another thing to relate. "| have kept the faith," he says 
Cap. 4, 7. before he expresses the confident hope of obtaining the crown in that day; 
and in our place he says, "I Know in whom | believe." 

But this leads us into the previous context, which we now have to address. 

The apostle, in the 8th verse, has exhorted Timothy not to be ashamed of the 
testimony of Christ, even to suffer gladly for the sake of it, and as an inducement 
(xa,t@) to obey this exhortation he holds before him the dbvaic #00, which had 
proved itself in this, that 
God, who, in his eternal purpose, had graciously provided for us in Christ JESUS, 
and now, in time, has brought forth his counsel of grace, revealed Christ in the flesh, 
brought life and incorruption to light, and thus xatd idiav mpoieav granted us 
salvation, and by his calling made us partakers of it, without any merit on our part. 
As if to say, Behold, my Timothy, the reproach of Christ and his brethren thou must 
take upon thee, and sufferings may await thee in the service of the gospel. But do 
not withdraw yourself from it; it shall not be your loss. Your God can and will help 
you out and through, and in spite of disgrace and suffering he will work his gracious 
will upon you. For what can hurt thee? Has he not before eternal ages considered 
us in his gracious purpose, bestowed his grace in Christ JEsu? Hath he not mightily 
executed his purpose hitherto? Has he not given us his Son? Has he not, by the very 
glorious gospel which he instituted, whose preacher | am, for whose sake | suffer, in 
whom he hath put the power of his death and of his life, destroyed death, and brought 
life and incorruption, that is, eternal life, to light? hath he not thus prepared for us 
salvation, and by his appointment hath made us partakers of it without our doing, 
because it was well pleasing in grace unto him from everlasting? Therefore 
confidently commit your ways to the Lord and his power, and trust in him: he will do 
it well. 

But the apostle has not simply said above verse 8. yayomd& noov, but 


vyyayonaaov, and the relation of this aov determines the preceding "Suffer with me," 
the apostle has thus called out to his son Timothy; and now that,he has declared to 
the same the beatific power of God. 
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to make him willing and joyful to endure shame and suffering, he now shows in verse 
12 that he has pointed him to the very thing that makes him himself confident and 
joyful in suffering. He writes: "de' nv aitiav xal tdtita nhoya, add’ ovy Exauoybvopau' alia 
yop y metci- otevza, ya} némeiouat, 81 dvvatoc Eotiv tHY apaadnyny pov gvAdcat E1C Exetvyy 
my nuépav." |. e., "Therefore | also suffer this, but am not ashamed of it. For shame 
and suffering is not loss to me either. | also trust in my God's power. The reason 
(yap) why | suffer and am not ashamed is this: | know in whom | have trusted and 
still trust. It is he to whom | have pointed you, my Timothy, the mighty HEART in 
heaven, who has provided my blessedness from eternity, and has mightily executed 
his counsel hitherto. And because | know him as this, | have a firm confidence, that 
what he hath before eternity enjoined upon me, he hath then in time bestowed upon 
me by Christ and the gospel, the unfading crown, the delicious diadhxn of 
blessedness, even in spite of the storms of suffering and reproach, he is able to 
preserve by his power (duvatdég éozv gvddgai) unto that day, the day of the 
consummation of all the elect, the Lord's day (2 Thess. 1, 10. Matth. 7, 22.)." 

This explanation is also supported by other passages where the apostle 
speaks of what was destined for him and other chosen ones, "deposited on that day". 
So he writes Cap. 4, 8.: dzoyertai poi 0 tS OuKaloobvys otéavoc, 8v dxodeoE! LOL 0 YHPIOG 
év éyelvy TH NuEpo ytd. This is quite unmistakable. The apostle also hereafter comforts 
himself in the face of suffering with the crown which is deposited with him, and which 
one day the Lord will set upon his head. Col. 1, 5. 1 Petri 1, 4. 

Our explanation is further supported by other passages in which Scripture 
shows what should comfort and strengthen us Christians in cross and adversity. 
Rom. 8, 17, the apostle pointed out to the Christians, the joint heirs of Christ, that 
they must also suffer with Christ. But what comfort has he immediately at hand? "Iva 


xai ovvoogaomuey," the reference to the future glory. Yes, the future glory; for in the 
following verse he carries this hint further in a sentence introduced by *a/>, and 
writes:AoyiCouar yap, Ou oby AGia ta NadnaTA Tov vov xaipoi mpos THY WEAAovEAV docav 
dnozahvo& nvai gic xxxx." Here it says Th v ddgav. So a very definite glory is meant. 
Which? The péAAouoa adaoyalog& nya, says the Apostle, i. e., the glory whose 


revelation is yet to come. Cf. 1 John 3:2. And on this the apostle lays stress; 
therefore, departing from the ordinary order of words, he prefixes and emphatically 


contrasts the impending glory with the sufferings, as trad muata tov viv yalpoo, 
sufferings of this time. Could he; say more plainly, | suppose. 
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wants to say? St. Paul also comforts the Christians who suffer here with the future 
glory; Col. 3, 3. 4. 5, 23. 24. 2 Thess. 1, 5-7. And as Paul, so Peter. The thought 
runs through the whole first letter of Peter: 


Here by mockery and derision, 
York the honorary crown. 


Cf. 1 Peter 1, 3-9. 11. 2, 11. and 12. 3, 9. 4, 12. and 13. 5, 10. - And as Paul and 
Peter, so also their Lord and Master Christ, e.g. Matth. 5, 11. and 12. Luc. 6, 21-23. 

What do we see from all this? Four things. First, we see that the holy apostle, 
in just such a situation, in which, if he had looked at his frail flesh, he would have 
had more cause than ever to ask anxiously whether he would also persevere to the 
end, whether he would also prevail in the battle, is yet joyful in the expectation of the 
future blessedness, the crown of victory, which is attached to him and is kept in 
heaven. He is not only joyful in the consciousness that he now stands in faith, and 
has a zopaidnyn which he can call his appendage, but also in the confidence that 
God will preserve his appendage also for the future, for that day, and for all eternity; 
in other words, that he, as one of God's elect among the blessed of the Father, who 
have come out of great tribulation, will hear the word: "Inherit the kingdom prepared 
for you from the foundation of the world." We see, secondly, that this expectation is 
not a problematical one to him, but a memoiOnotc, a firm confidence, which as such 
stands the test of even the hottest fire of trial. We see, in the third place, that this 
rock-solid confidence in the apostle is founded on the power of Him in whom he 
believed, who from eternity considered him in His counsel, gave him His Son, gave 
him His gospel, brought him to faith through the same, and now watches over his 
blessedness, knowing and warding off with a mighty hand the dangers which 
threaten it, and so will accomplish the good work which He began in him until the 
day of JESUS Christ. And we see, finally, fourthly, that the apostle does not claim 
this confidence as something peculiar to himself alone, but sets himself up with the 
same as an example to his son Timothy, to whom he first writes, that he too, under 
the reproach of Christ, and in the face of sufferings, should say, "I know in whom | 
believe, and am sure that he is able to keep my salvation unto that day." 
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On the pastoral treatment of the spiritually challenged. 


(A conference paper, according to the resolution in the Synodal Report of the Jllinois District of 
v. y. p. 90 for "Lehre und Wehre" published by G. A. Sch.) 


(Continued.) 
Thesis II. 


Because it is above all necessary that the afflicted person should have 
confidence in his pastor and shut out his inner self to him, he must so arrange his 
conduct as to win the confidence of his spiritual patient. 

Only when the pastor has the trust of his spiritual patient, he can work healing. 
For this serves a.. That he makes his sincere sympathy and heartfelt compassion 
known to him. In this the beautiful example of Christ shines before all shepherds in 
his conduct toward the two sorely afflicted disciples on the way to Emmaus; as he 
approaches them, addresses them kindly, and asks them sympathetically, "What are 
these sayings which ye do one to another, and are grieved?" Luther, in his sermon 
on this Gospel, says: "Thus he himself herewith desired to model to us for doctrine 
and consolation, and to show how his reign should be conducted in his Christendom 
after his resurrection: Namely, that he will not reject, nor cast away from himself, 
those who have weak faith, or even those who are erring and unwise, or otherwise 
infirm, stupid, and desponding in heart and conscience, but will exercise and prove in 
them the power of his resurrection; So that he draws them kindly to himself, even 
finds himself with them, and deals with them most beautifully and neatly, chats with 
them, teaches and instructs them, even eats with them, until so long they become 
strong and certain in faith, and their hearts, which before were sad and troubled, are 
again gladdened. . . . For though he be in divine power and authority in his own person 
by his resurrection, a Lord over heaven and earth, yet he so governs his dear 
Christianity, that he exercises and demonstrates the power of his resurrection in his 
poor, weak multitude, and with such his power and authority ministers to them, 
comforting and strengthening them. According to this example we also, though we 
are already strong, should not please ourselves and boast, but let our gifts and 
strength serve the weak and strive to raise them up and improve them with teaching, 
comforting, strengthening, friendly admonition and punishment, etc. 

b. On the other hand, it is necessary for the pastor to instill confidence in the 
afflicted person right from the start that he will discover himself without hesitation and 
receive proper counsel and help. One must therefore deal with such people in a 
fatherly and motherly manner, and not let anything stand in the way of winning their 
trust. Klosterberg. Past. Sammt. Thl. 1, 


Miscellaneous. 83 


P. 424: "If she complains herself, the teacher need not be alarmed. For such souls 
generally regard their condition as highly dangerous, and pay attention to the 
gestures and signs of those to whom they discover something. If the teacher himself 
looks frightened and terrified, they are all the more reluctant, especially if they 
believe him to have insight and experience of such ways. 

Even then the pastor must not be alarmed when he hears confessions and 
speeches from the mouths of the challenged that are quite frightening and 
blasphemous; still less must he take the matter too lightly. This does not win 
confidence, but rather repels, and causes such challenged ones to close their minds. 
One should do as the physical physicians do, who respond most kindly to the 
condition of the sick person, listen to all his complaints with patience, and not 
become anxious and dismayed when the sick person thinks his condition is 
hopeless, since it is perhaps not yet so hopeless. It would be unevangelical, wrong, 
and even ungodly, to frighten those who are in trouble, because they reveal their 
sinful thoughts, by telling them that they are not Christians. For though what is really 
sinful must be punished by the law, even in the case of those who are challenged, 
yet their treatment must preferably be evangelical and not legal; otherwise the 
preacher might easily incur the curse of condemning to death those who ought not 
to die. Ezech. 13, 19. 

c. The pastor must pay careful attention to everything the afflicted person says 
about his condition, and where something remains obscure to him, he must seek to 
ascertain it by further questions, though he must always be careful that he does not 
repel the spiritually sick person or give him cause for more confusion of thought. Just 
as it is all important to an intelligent physician to get a correct picture of his patient's 
condition and to recognize the seat of the disease, so also to the spiritual physician. 
He must therefore pay attention to all that the afflicted person says of his condition; 
he must not let himself be annoyed by the many words which the spiritually sick 
person says of his condition, although they do not always belong to the matter; for 
they very often betray themselves by a word. But what a pastor is to do when he 
cannot get a clear picture of the condition of the afflicted person is stated in the third 
thesis. 

(To be continued.) 


Miscellany. 


Where does it come from that in Germany one can still publish such gross 
heresies, and that there one nevertheless either says nothing at all against it or 
judges it in the mildest way, while one, 
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If you think you have spotted an error in the Missouri Synod, do you immediately 
make a noise as if we were about to put an end to the Lutheran Church? - The 
answer to this is not hard to find. No doubt this is not only because Missouri is hated 
everywhere because of its fight against all false, unscriptural and unconfessional 
teaching, and that one is delighted to be able to pay for this fellowship with its own 
coin for once; but it is also because others, who may teach whatever they want, be 
it right or wrong, as a rule do not mean it so seriously, but Missourians are serious 
about every teaching they profess. An example of this, that there is a double 
standard, is the doctrine of predestination. In Luthardt's "Zeitschrift flr kirchliche 
Wissenschaft" of last year in issue IV. we read in an article "Luther's Doctrine of 
Predestination and the Holy Scriptures" among other things the following: "The 
correlate of election is hardening. If the believer sees no reason in himself why he 
has attained to salvation, and therefore attributes this solely to God's free grace, he 
must also consistently attribute the non-belief of unbelievers, as soon as the 
phenomenal realm is once transcended, at bottom to an inexplicable divine act of 
will (Matth. 11, 25. Marc. 4, Il. 12.). This is a simple logical consequence, which the 
apostles did not shy away from; the calling of individuals requires as a correlative 
the not calling of others (1 Cor. 1, 24. 27. 28. Apost. 13, 48.). Both, election and 
hardening, are equally mysterious and incomprehensible to man in_ their 
undeservedness. This is why the New Testament writers seldom touch on these 
mystical depths, preferring to dwell on the phenomenal relationship to the means of 
grace, which is understandable and the only decisive factor in reality. But what is 
incomprehensible to human understanding is not wrong. God appears to us arbitrary 
in his choice of grace (John 5:21: 6 vidc ove védet Cworolei), but may we measure God 
by our measure? May a child apply his childish standard to the conduct of his father? 
. . . Moreover, so far as ‘universalism’ is concerned, if one is accurate, the New 
Testament speaks only of an organic, so to speak, never of an atomistic universalism 
which extended to every single individual. All nations, Jews and Gentiles, all classes 
of men, all classes are destined to salvation according to God's will (1 Tim. 2, 4. 
Rom. 3, 29. 10, 12. fg. Il, 32.); that every individual should be saved according to 
God's will is nowhere asserted in the New Testament. On the contrary, Paul says in 
Rom. 9, 6. that not all Israelite individuals really belong to the people that God 
ordained to salvation. Rom. 10, 13. it says, after rejecting every limitation of 


salvation: mac yap d¢ 6" émiyadé-. 
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dytat 16 ovowa yopiov ow& Hostat; universality is in reality confined out of believers (cf. 
Rom. 3:22. 1 Tim. 4:10. John 3:16. Rom. 8:28. fg.)." - Thus we have never written, 
nor can we write. Now where does it come from that Luthardt takes this up without a 
corrective remark, and thus actually testifies that this does not exceed the necessary 
boundary of the Lutheran confession, while at the same time he gives his Allgemeine 
Kirchenzeitung to have us suspected as "cryptocalvinists" who not only do not have, 
but decidedly reject, the Calvinistic theorems tolerated by him, if not approved? 
W. 

Biblical Criticism. In the review of a treatise by Professor Stade of Giessen, 
which appears in Luthardt's "Theol. Literaturblatt" of Jan. 21, we read, among other 
things, the following: "Since in the field of Old Testament science even the most 
forced and unnatural view easily finds adherents" (p. 19), Stade's latest treatise will 
also find faithful readers, especially since it is considered proof of one's possession 
of scholarship and critical sense if one always subscribes to the latest view and thus 
documents his "being advanced with the times." Now that the "basic script" of the 
Pentateuch has been declared to be of post-Ezekielian origin; now that Hitzig and 
Olshausen have transferred more than half of the Psalms to the time of the 
Maccabees; now that Graetz has ascribed the Koheleth to the time of Herod |, it has, 
of course, become difficult to be really "new," and one must already reach backward 
in order to bring forth something forgotten, which is then given a modern makeover 
and passed off as the "newest" or "all-newest. These are conditions that will not take 
a turn for the better until at least most of the doctors of Old Testament scholarship 
are filled with the consciousness that they have to be primarily not critics or 
Orientalists, but theologians. 

Luther and Agricola. In Luthardt's "Literaturblatt" of Feb. 14, the life story of 
Agricola by Kawerau, which has just appeared, is reviewed. It is gratifying that the 
Literaturblatt takes Luther's side against the silly accusations which the author raises 
against Luther. It says there, among other things: "Even less can it be approved 
when it is even asserted, p. 338, that Luther forced Agricola, to whom he had long 
placed much trust and great patience, out of the circle of the Wittenbergers in 1540, 
and thereby indirectly caused his partial joining of the opposing party. For what 
should not Luther have been all to blame? The truth is that Agricola, with no ordinary 
talent, especially as a preacher (p. 80 fg.; 232 fg.), was a vacillating, unreliable 
character, so that in 1536 he wrote to Luther: ,Neque vllo vnquam tempore tuam 
defugiam authoritatem; immo ex tua voluntate pendeo et pendebo semper, puta oraculum 


esse, 
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quod dico' (Burkhardt, 'Luthers Briefwechsel', p. 268), but soon thereafter, as Luther 
says, meuchlings focht gegen ihn (‘Tischreden' Ill, 377, cf. 360; de Wette, V, 96: 
‘contra nos in angulis loqueris’). It goes without saying that we, too, demand from the 
historian full freedom of vision; but the accusations of evil consequentialism (p. 192, 
cf. 304), intemperate vehemence (p. 212), and ungentlemanly, unsparing manner (p. 
198), brought against Luther in his relation to a man like Agricola, are not deserved 
by him." 

"Contribution to the Question of Infant Baptism." Under this heading 
we find in the "Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt" of 27 Jan. The following: Inspired by 
an announcement in the supplementary sheets to the "Allg. The testimony of the 
ancient Christian monuments for infant baptism", it is permitted to call attention to 
something that seems to speak essentially for the old age of infant baptism. History 
reports that Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, died a martyr's death at the age of 90 under 
Marcus Aurelius in about 169, because he refused to curse the Lord, whom he had 
served for 86 years. Now if Polycarp died in 169 at the age of 90, he was born in 79. 
. If he also served his Lord 86 years, it must have been from the year 83. But he can 
only have served the Lord as a Christian, that is, as a baptized man. He must 
therefore have been baptized no later than 83, that is, in his 4th year of life. This 
would be a new proof that already in the 1st century children were baptized. 

(R. L. in B.) 

Children's Hymnals. In a review of a hymnal for children's services of the 
Lutheran Church in Luthardt's Theol. Literaturblatt (Sept. 24), the reviewer makes the 
following excellent remark: "The author was guided in his selection by the absolutely 
correct principle that a children's hymnal has to be nothing other than a microcosm 
of the congregation's hymnal and therefore cannot make use of many songs that 
were composed especially for children and are usually completely worthless. Only 
what lives in the congregation should be planted in the children's souls as a seed of 
life that will later bear fruit. For it does not depend first of all on the children 
understanding and feeling everything they sing, but this decides that what they sing 
is really worth understanding and feeling. If the singing life of the church in our 
congregations has gradually become weaker, this is probably partly due to the fact 
that instead of the healthy food of the most tried and tested church and spiritual songs 
of faith, confession and prayer, the children have been offered all kinds of surrogates 
which must be called quite indigestible. 
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Timothy. A guidebook for young theologians in pictures from life. By Martin von 
Nathusius. Leipzig, J. C. Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung. 1881. 


For a number of years, the author of this advertisement has been reading the 
following book with those of his students who are in their final year of study: "Die 
trunkene Wissenschaft und ihr Erbe an die Evangelische Kirche. A Contribution to 
the Evaluation of the Newer Theology. In letters by Dr. Carl Scheele." (Berlin. Verlag 
von Schlawitz. 1867.) This work has proved to be a good guide for young students 
of theology as an introduction to the spirit of modern theology and for its evaluation. 
Scheele's characterization and critique of the newer theology, however, concerns 
only the time from about the year after Schleiermacher's death until 1865. After this 
time, however, theology has undergone no small changes. When the writer of this 
article read the advertisement as well as some brief evaluations of the above- 
mentioned work by Nathusius, he therefore wished to know whether it perhaps 
supplemented precisely what Scheele's book had not yet been able to provide, and 
whether he could therefore recommend Nathusius to his students in Scheele's 
place, or whether he would now prefer to read it with them for the aforementioned 
purpose. After reading "Timothy," however, we must say that it did not meet our 
expectations, or at least our wishes. In "Timothy" we find the course of development 
of a young theologian, who, after having visited several German universities, is most 
decidedly influenced by Beck in Tubingen, and is finally taken over by high church 
views. We do not deny that the book contains much that is excellent in its 
courageous exposure of the shortcomings of modern theology and of the 
universities at which it is presented, and that it contains many suggestions and 
warnings worth taking to heart for students who are preparing themselves for the 
sacred ministry of preaching over there; Not only, of course, does an American 
Lutheran student, due to his completely different circumstances, not find in the 
booklet what is especially helpful to him, but also the German student needs clearer 
and more thorough "advice" if he is to learn what to do and what to beware of, if he 
wants to make himself blessed in the holy ministry and if those who hear him are to 
do so. By the way, the Scripture is by no means lacking in sharp and just criticism. 
Let us share some of it. Thus it says, p. 23 f.: "Hofmann has made a very similar 
attempt to establish science in systematic theology by first presenting himself 
scientifically, i.e., his inner stock of experience, and then proving it by means of the 
Holy Scriptures. Scripture. 
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Now, two most factual things stand opposite each other, the system developed from 
himself and the system of the holy scripture, both coincide, - consequently it is 
scientifically proved. Such tragicomic sights, like the cat playing with its own tail and 
thinking it is catching who knows what, have only become possible because 
philosophy degenerated to such an extent that no one any longer remained clear 
about how something certain actually came into being, so that the whole of Kant's 
work, his criticism of traditional metaphysics, his powerful leading back of reason 
into its limits, had been lost. Now everybody sat down on the Pegasus of some 
terminology, climbed with it into the cloudy sky of his fantasies, and proved what he 
wanted." Nathusius, p. 108, asks: "Does that branch of this science which aims in a 
very special way at ecclesiastical service, that is, practical theology with its manifold 
ramifications, not occur at all in your theology, in your preparation for the pastorate? 
"He answers: "Well, | openly confess that in my own personal preparation for the 
service of the church, everything | have come to know in academic life under this 
name has not exerted the slightest influence on me, with the exception perhaps of a 
few techniques in the homiletical seminary of Blessed Palmer in TUbingen. But | also 
further believe that at no other point does the cancer from which our theology is 
ailing become so apparent as in the way in which so-called practical theology is 
taught and practiced. | have never yet known a brother minister who would have 
traced back even the very slightest maxim of his ecclesiastical action to what he had 
learned in the lectures which bear that name. But what kind of intellectual work is 
this to which a door leads that bears the inscription: In futuram oblivionem? Practical 
theology’, as it is usually practiced in the universities, is a knife without a scabbard 
and lacking a blade." Most strange, however, is the way by which the author has 
become a High Churchman from a subjectivist, separatist Beckian. To prove this 
with only one example, we will give the following: "It was when | was still completely 
under the spell of Beck's view of the church, and therefore could not do anything 
with the concept of the visible church. Then, in a dispute about this subject, | was 
given by someone very close to me the definition of the visible church as ‘the 
community of all baptized’. When | replied: but | can't see whether someone has 
been baptized? so the visible church is nothing again, - | got the answer: if you go 
through a Christian village, you can see whether it is Sunday. - For many years this 
answer remained a simple but sure guiding star for me, so that | could always 
remember it in the confusion of the disputes about the people's church, the state 
church, the national church, the confessional church, and so on. 
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to remember that the essential of the foundation of Jesus Christ is directed to the 
Christian congregation of the people, and that from here the tasks of the so-called 
Christian state, the Christian church, etc., can easily be deduced." - In view of all 
this, we must say that our "Timothy" will certainly, by its form and content, not only 
soon win the interest of every reader who is generally interested in God's word and 
kingdom, and keep it lively to the end, but that such a reader will also not put the 
book down without real profit. It contains 123 pages in small octavo and in a dignified 
layout. The price is 1 Mark 50 Pfennige. Ww. 


Columbus Theological Magazine. A bi-monthly journal devoted to the interests of 
the ev. lutheran church. Edited by Prof. M. Loy. Columbus, Ohio. Printing House 
of the Ohio Synod. Feb. 1881 


This new English periodical is published with the express intention of 
protecting the church against the influences of the doctrine of the Lutheran 
confession of the election of grace, which is called Missourian. From which point of 
view the truth of historical facts of the past and present is treated in this journal, is 
already to be gathered from the one assertion of the same, that one will hardly even 
claim to be able to prove that the teachers of the church before the Concordia 
formula had taught a different doctrine of the election of grace than that is which 
after the Concordia formula, and indeed in the whole period of three hundred years, 
has been unanimously taught by all the outstanding writers of the Lutheran church. 
- With a character so plainly expressed, further remarks for the purpose of an 
advertisement are well superfluous. R.L. 
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|. America. 


Is the Missouri Synod really "on the point of becoming a Calvinistic sect"? Under the 
heading: "Why so much about the election by grace?" the "SUddeutsche ev.-luth. Freikirche" 
(South German Lutheran Free Church) brings an article in which what is contained in the above 
question is presented as fact. In the article it says, among other things, as follows: "And this very 
Missouri Synod, once so richly pardoned by God, has lately, through God's fate, taken a deep 
and terrible fall, and is now on the point of becoming a Calvinistic sect." In these words a 
statement is made which, if it were true, would fill the heart of every true Lutheran with the 
deepest pain and horror. There is hardly a more abominable, more blasphemous doctrine than 
the specific Calvinistic doctrine of the election of grace. And this is what the Missouri Synod is 
supposed to profess! We therefore ask: Is this really so? Has the Missouri Synod really come to 
terms with its 
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Is it really "on the point of becoming a Calvinistic sect"? In order to be able to decide on this, one 
must know, on the one hand, what the specific Calvinist doctrine of predestination is, and on the 
other hand, what the Lutheran Church teaches about the election of grace according to Scripture 
and confession, and then examine what the Missouri Synod's doctrine of the election of grace 
is. Now, as is well known, the specific Calvinistic doctrine of predestination is that God not only 
elected a number of men from eternity to eternal blessedness according to an absolute counsel, 
but also ordained and determined a number, and that is to say the majority, likewise according 
to an absolute counsel to eternal damnation; of these he did not intend that they should be saved, 
but intended that they should and must be damned. On the other hand, the Lutheran church, 
according to Scripture and confession, teaches predestination to salvation, but not predestination 
to damnation. There can be no doubt that the former is contained in the Lutheran confession. 
For thus it is said, among other things, in the Formula of Concord: "The eternal election of God, 
however, Vel praedestinatio, that is, God's ordinance to salvation, does not pass over the pious 
and the wicked, but over the children of God alone, who were chosen and ordained to eternal 
life before the foundation of the world was laid, as Paul says, Eph. 1:5: He hath chosen us in 
Christ JEsu, and ordained us to filial piety." Further, "But the eternal election of God not only 
seeth and knoweth beforehand the blessedness of the elect, but is also of the gracious will and 
pleasure of God in Christ Jesus a cause, whereby our blessedness, and that which pertaineth 
unto it, are created, wrought, helped, and promoted; whereupon also our blessedness is so 
established, that the gates of hell shall not be able to prevail against it: as it is written: My sheep 
shall no man pluck out of mine hand: and again, And as many as were ordained to eternal life 
believed." That in these sentences a predestination to salvation is taught, no one can deny. - 
And what of the Missouri Synod? Does it, like the Calvinist sect, teach a predestination to 
damnation, and that according to an absolute secret counsel of God? Whoever asserts this, 
thereby speaks the grossest, most obvious untruth, not to say a lie, and thereby sins most 
grievously against the eighth commandment. The Missouri Synod teaches no other 
predestination than that which is contained in Scripture and the Confession, namely, 
predestination to salvation. It has made this most plainly known in its ecclesiastical journals, 
synodal reports, etc. It abhors and condemns you. She abhors and condemns the Calvinistic 
doctrine of predestination. - How does the writer of that article in the "Stiddeutsche ev.luth. 
Freikirche" come to write such gross, obvious untruths about the Missouri Synod, to publicly 
brand it as a heretical one, to say that it is "on the point of becoming a Calvinistic sect" and has 
"made a deep, terrible fall"? Has that writer himself read the publications of the Missouri Synod, 
in which it deals with the election of grace, and is therefore his pronounced judgment the result 
of his own research and examination? Or has he perhaps only allowed himself to be led by others 
into such a slanderous assertion and unjust judgment? If the former were the case, one would 
have to assume that he either has a different doctrine of predestination than that contained in 
Scripture and the Lutheran Confession, or that he has not yet understood the doctrine of the 
Missouri Synod at all, and has perhaps only formed a false judgment from a few misinterpretable 
sentences. But if the latter were the case, that he had only blindly, without self-conviction, agreed 
with the false, unjust judgment of others about the Missouri Synod, and now also made it public, 
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it would be all the more irresponsible. What he wrongly says of the doctrine of the Missouri 
Synod, which he likes to call "abominable raving," namely, that "the eternal salvation of many 
thousands of souls is put at stake by it," strikes just him, who, by his untrue, false representation 
of the matter, can do incalculable harm to many who read it and blindly believe him. But quite 
apart from this, is it not in itself a quite dreadful sin to slander a whole, large, ecclesiastical, 
faithful Lutheran body so horribly in public, and to brand it as a heretical one? Verily, those who 
do such things, and have already done them, will not one day be able to answer for them before 
God. * J. List. 

The position of some periodicals in the present controversy. It was not otherwise to 
be expected than that the controversy which broke out in the Synodal Conference concerning 
the election of grace would attract attention in the widest circles. We shall report from time to 
time how the ecclesiastical papers, even outside the Synodal Conference, pronounce 
themselves on the pending controversy. The "Witness of Truth" of New York is decidedly in favor 
of our teaching of the election according to Scripture and confession. "Herald and Magazine" 
takes an "impartial stand." This paper has included articles for and against us. But it cannot be 
said that it resents us. It has published the catalogue of "dangerous" sayings compiled by "A. u. 
N." and has also misreported some facts; **) but it has nevertheless resolutely refused to join in 
the loose clamor that Missouri teaches Calvinism. Already last year it wrote: "If the Missouri 
doctrine of election by grace has been accused of being Calvinistic or Calvinisirend, and the sect 
papers in particular have trumpeted this, it must be noted that it differs from Calvin's doctrine in 
three main points. For it rejects 1) the double predestination, i.e., not only to salvation, but also 
to damnation; 2) that the universal calling is not seriously meant, but pretended; and 3) that 
Christ died only for the elect." - In the "Pilgrim" of Reading, "Observator" gives a scheme of the 
Calvinistic, the oldest Lutheran, and the older Lutheran doctrine of election by grace. He correctly 
represents our doctrine, so far as it can be judged from a brief scheme, and finds it clearly 
enunciated as that of the "oldest church teachers of the Lutheran Church" in the Formula of 
Concord. He says still further of us: "(they) let the faith of the elect, in order to keep grace freely, 
be a gift and bestowal of election.... They do not, with the Calvinists, abrogate the salvation 
ordinance of God, but let the same remain, according to the Concordia formula, ‘way, manner,’ 
of election." In response to an interpellation from Someone who held the "older" Lutheran 
doctrine (election in view of the persever- 


*It is not at all strange that Father Hérger's paper makes such a judgment. In his defense of the abominable 
doctrine, leading to Arianism and rejected in our Concordia formula, that Christ humbled Himself according to 
His divinity (see "Lehre und Wehre" of 1879, No. 4), he showed what kind of theologian, namely Lutheran 
theologian, he was.), he has shown what kind of theologian, and indeed Lutheran theologian, he is; namely, that 
he is not even able to distinguish the subjectum quo from the subjectum quod, and that he is at the same time 
naive enough to declare that he can "bear" the alleged heresy of the Concordia Formula in the article on the 
state of Christ's abasement! A man who is such a stranger to the field of dogmatic theology, and who, although 
he too wants to be a Lutheran preacher, stands by the confession of the Lutheran Church as does Father 
Horger, is naturally also capable of scolding a Lutheran community as a Calvinistic sect because, in defiance of 
a form of doctrine which has gradually become traditional in our Church, and in opposition to his own previous 
conceptions, it returns to the doctrinal form of its "Lutheran confession". We do not even want to mention the 
blindness here, which, as experience teaches, is the regular consequence of "personal hatred". D. R. 


**) E.g. that the Missouri Synod rejected an extra meeting of the Synodal Conference, while such a meeting was desired by us. 
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The same "Observator" then explains in more detail how those who teach election in regard to 
persevering faith cannot avoid finding a cause of election in man. We write a few sentences 
here. "But that there is a cause of election in us, our confession rejects as a false doctrine, which 
does not wholly and completely give God his glory. P. 723, § 87. And rightly so, for to be saved 
by grace, Paul declares thus, ‘not of yourselves.’ But this 'not of yourselves' also excludes all 
and every gift of grace, as soon as it is put into man, and made into any ground and cause for 
the sake of which God justifies us and makes us blessed. For here the Augustinian axiom 
applies: 'This is no grace at all, which is not grace in every way.' He who says that the cause of 
a man's being justified is not in God alone, but also in man, because a dead man allows himself 
to be given faith by grace, makes of man's receiving hand a cause that moves God with it, which 
is so contrary to the nature of grace that it immediately ceases to be what it is. Now what is true 
here of justification is true also of election." - Quite comical is what some of the papers of the 
General Synod, which have come to our sight, have written in reference to this controversy. The 


Lutheran doctrine is, after all, terra incognita to them. But in this controversy they do not know 
a fortiori where the bells actually hang. But that in no way keeps them from taking part in the 
fight against Missouri. For today we share a sample from the "Kirchenfreund" of Chicago. In the 
"Lutheran" (1880, No. 6.) it was said to be false, "that even the blessedness of man does not 
rest solely in God's hand, but in the last analysis in man's own hand, namely in the free, own 
decision of man foreseen by God. The "Kirchenfreund" quotes these words, and quite indignantly 
attaches to them the remark: "So man has no decision whether he will accept salvation in Christ 
or not." Without indicating the source, he copies some passages from Thomasius' Dogmatics. 
But this becomes fatal for him. For now he goes off quite bravely against the interference of the 
Prescience in the trade of electing grace. He says: "Dr. Walther has endeavored to join Gerhard; 
but neither Gerhard's solution nor Hollaz's is sufficient... Always one comes, like Dr. Walther, to 
a twofold or threefold determination of the One Will of God, and to a single, ‘particulate election." 
The reason for Missouri's "heresy" in election by grace is found by the writer in the "Church 
Friend" in the fact that Missouri clings so firmly to the dogmatists of the 16th and 17th centuries. 
He finally loses himself in the following peroration, which in this context seems especially 
comical: "It is truly a strong imposition - no, a sectarian trait, if one demands of us to believe that 
precisely with the 17th century the theological development has reached its end, so that for the 
present there is nothing else to do than to preserve the heritage of the fathers. Church history 
shows us clearly and unambiguously that the ecclesiastical fixation of dogma has at no time 
reached its end, that every age has its special task, its special errors, but also its special gifts of 
grace. Such a limitation, such a shutting off from all rain and movement of the ecclesiastical 
present, must itself be to the great disadvantage of such a direction. There is then a lack of the 
ever-rejuvenating, ever-enriching vitality. Drought and ossification set in, the noblest forces are 
alienated from the Church. Think of Schiller. Missouri has arrived here. " F.P. 


In No. 7 of the current issue of The Lutheran Standard, a correspondent in an article 
entitled "The Milwaukee Colloquium" writes, among other things, Fol-. 
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While it is thus admitted that most of the great Lutheran theologians are on the opposing side, 
and while they have always been cited as powerful witnesses for the substantiation and defense 
of pure doctrines of Scripture, they are now, in order to reject their testimony on the doctrine of 
predestination, charged with 'heresy,' false doctrine in this and other things. We take the liberty 
of asking: Who has stamped the dogmatists of the seventeenth century - for these are meant - 
as false teachers, and accordingly branded their doctrine of predestination as false doctrine? 


The Missourians? Then we would like to ask for justification of this "new discovery". Neither in 
the "Lutheran," nor in "Doctrine and Order," nor in any other publication of our Synod has the 
accusation of heresy ever been raised against the dogmatists. As far as we know, it has never 
occurred to any of us to declare the error of the dogmatists in regard to the position they have 
given to faith in the doctrine of the election of grace to be synonymous with heresy. A false 
doctrine makes the one who leads and defends it a false teacher; it is a heretical error. God 
knows that one speaks the untruth if one claims that we have ever declared the naevi of the 
dogmatists in predestination and other doctrines to be heretical. However, we hold to the axiom: 
Patres fuerunt lumina, non numina, indices, non judices, ministri, non magistri, and therefore 
believe that they both could have erred and really did err from weakness. Are we to be 
reproached for this? E. W. K. 

Revision of the English Bible Translation. From the Theol. Literaturblatt of Jan. 11 we 
learn the following: Now that the revision of the English translation of the Holy Scriptures, on 
which English and American scholars have been working for years, has been completed, and 
the appearance of a new and improved translation can be expected soon, the American 
Episcopal Church, which refused to participate in this work in the opinion that an improvement 
of the English Bible could only come from it, wants to proceed with a revision of the translation 
and has appointed a commission for this purpose. 

Bible falsification. We have just received from Mr. P. Biewend in Boston, Mass. the 
following letter, dated 22 Feb. Letter: | had scarcely read in the last number of the "Pilgrim" that 
the American Tract Society, in publishing the four Gospels in Hebrew for the conversion of the 
Jews, had falsified the words of institution of the Holy Supper, and put into the mouth of the Lord 
the words, "this is the symbol of my body," when | wrote to the editor of the "Deutscher 
Volkssreund" and complained to him about it. By immediate mail | received the following letter: 
"New York, Feb. 19, 1881. Dear Pastor: | have nothing to do with the publication of the books in 
the Tractathause - except that | occasionally recommend a book for printing - and am not 
responsible for the books. But | at once laid before Mr. W. W. Rand, the head of the Publications 
Department, your complaint, which | believe to be just, and was informed that by an oversight it 
had been mistranslated; the error would be corrected in the plate. | consider any distortion of the 
words of Scripture reprehensible. Since the Tractate House is not Lutheran, not Baptist, 
Methodist, Presbyterian, etc., it can, of course, only represent common Christianity, not the 
particulars of the confessions. The Scriptures, however, are common property, and these are 
sacrosancta. Yours respectfully, Geo. L. Seibert, Editor." - Hopefully, thanks to our dear brother 
Fr. Biewend's faithful warning, Mr. Rand will keep his word. Apart from the fact that it is an 


appalling crime of majesty when a creature falsifies its Creator's beatific word, what will the Jews 
say when they finally find out about it? 
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come that the Christians want to convert them to their religion by a forged sacred document?! 
W. 
The literary export of Germany to America in 1880 amounted in money value to 
$179,717.98 in books, $41,049.52 in musicals, $77,025.19 in periodicals, making a total of 
$297,792. 


ll. Abroad. 


Luther's Enchiridion in Hebrew. In Luthardt's Literaturblatt of 14 Jan. we read: A 
Lutheran side piece to the Catechism of Tremellius (first published in Paris in 1554 and later 
widely distributed by the London Society), which emerged from the Reformed Church but was 
written in Hebrew, is the "Small Lutheran Catechism translated into Hebrew with the addition of 
some notes for better understanding" by G. Friedmann, published by Ulrich in Odessa. Who, 
through his collaboration in the work presently under Past. Faltin's work on the mission to the 
Jews in Kishinev, has added attractive explanations to the text of the Catechism, written in easily 
readable Hebrew. His intention is to further the knowledge of Christianity among the Jews, and 
Luther's Catechism, the German layman's Bible, is certainly excellently suited for this purpose. 

Saxony. With regard to the communications of the Saxon Consistory about the church life 
of Saxony, the "Pilgrim from Saxony" of December 18 of last year writes: "The Consistory 
repeatedly justified leaving the church with the fact that in the regional church there was not 
enough opportunity for devotional practice, which, however, was probably only the case with 
those who were of an Irvingian and Methodist mindset. For, as is well known, those inclined to 
the Missourians use to motivate their resignation by the fact that false teachers and false 
prophets are tolerated in the pulpits of our regional church." 

Prussian - Lutheran Church. Superintendent Feldner has been dismissed from his office 
as Superintendent of the local diocese at his request, regardless of his advanced age. Sup. 
Rocholl in Radevormwald has been appointed as his successor. 

Prussian Church. Strange things are happening. As is known, some time ago a certain 
Pastor HoBbach was denied confirmation by the Evangel. Ober-Kirchen-Rath the confirmation 
for the office at the Jakobikirche in Berlin, because he did not stand correctly in important 
doctrinal points. Now this same HoBbach is employed at the "New Church" in Berlin and has 
been confirmed without decency. Has he in the meantime recognized and recanted those 
errors? No, not at all. But there has been no protest from the "New Church," and if the 
congregation is satisfied to have a preacher with considerable heresies, the church government 
is also satisfied! But how then? At that time it was proved from the non-confirmation of HoBbach 
that in the Pruss. Landeskirche that arbitrary doctrine was not permitted. What then follows now 
from his confirmation? Now it is left to the discretion of the congregations as to which doctrines 
they wish to hear. But HoBbach's confirmation becomes even more conspicuous when at the 
same time Werner a. Guben, who is supposed to stand a little further toward the confession than 
the former, is not admitted to the pastorate in Berlin. Why? Because a part of the Jacobi 
congregation, to which he was appointed, protested! In order to be employed at this parish, 
Werner should first give information about his position to Christ in a special colloquium; 
HoBbach, on the other hand, whose even more questionable position is known to the K.-Reg., 
does not need to give information, but is confirmed, and for the office in Guben, Werner's position 
is also confirmed. 
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doubtful position out of the question. Find out who can. In any case, one can be glad to be 
unconfident with these conditions. 
(Church bulletin for the Lutheran congregation in Pr.) 

Cloter's strange confessions rr. The Luthardtsche Kz. of Jan. 14 writes: In No. 374 of the 
"Briderbote," Rev. Cléter in Jllenschwang, whose deposition we have already reported, informs 
the readers of the paper himself of what has happened. "Against my accusers," he writes, "an 
investigation has been initiated for perjury and extortion, but | myself have not absolved myself of 
all guilt, and the latter, not the false accusations of the accusers, actually gave the clue to my 
dismissal, which | accept with patience as a providence and chastisement of God. | look back on 
my life and find nothing but ruin and sin, fear and hardship from my earliest youth. If one is to be 
a preacher and always has to struggle with the terrible power of sin and sensuality and 
carelessness, without the grace of God becoming so powerful that it helps to perfect victory, that 
is a hard ministry! That's how it was for me until not long ago." The pastors who worked on the 
"Briderbote" (Eisenschmid in Veitsweiler, Poppel in Eltersdorf, Zahn in Karlshuld, Stetter in 
Walzenbach, Wafer in Stetten, Bomhard in Frankenhofen) have all withdrawn from it. 
Nevertheless, Cléter hopes that the paper will be able to continue to appear, but raises the 
possibility that, in the event of a lack of funds, it will be reduced to half its previous size and will 
later appear only once a month. - In the "Warte des Tempels," an eyewitness expresses a very 
unfavorable opinion about the state of Cléter's exodus case in Russia. His ceterum censeo is that 
the Cléter settlements in the southern Caucasus have failed. In Suchum the entire settlement has 
dissolved again except for two families. Lack of the most necessary things, hopeless disorder and 
licentiousness, disease, etc., have brought the matter to a miserable end. The situation in Tiflis is 
no better. The considerable sum (6-8000 rubles) that Cléter had set aside from his own funds to 
support the settlement there was spent uselessly. According to the own testimony of friends of 
Cléter, the settlers there have only disgraced the German name by their desolate nature. Only 
the settlements in Northern Caucasia, which were connected to the German colonies there, have 
survived. 

Hanover. There we read: Kons.-R. Lange in Breslau, who has been appointed court and 
castle preacher in Hanover, has at the same time been assigned the superintendency of the 
Inspectorate of Hanover, since the sumpiskopus has this time made direct use of his reserve right 
to appoint superintendents. Abbot Dr. Uhlhorn, who up to now has been co-administrator of the 
Ephorate of the Inspectorate of Hanover, thus tacitly resigns from his particularly blessed activity, 
although the church councils of the congregations concerned had unanimously requested the 
Consistory to leave him in his Ephorate. - Thus, instead of the congregations having reserved the 
right of appeal at least for certain cases, in Germany it is the other way around. There the 
sovereign reserves this right for himself and, even if he is uninitiated, grants the congregations a 
superintendent taken from the uninitiated regional church. W. 

Hanover. On January 3 and 4 the O.-C.-R. Dr. Niemann and C.-R. Hempel conducted the 
examination in Osnabruck in the matter of Regula. Regula, in the midst of two churchwardens, 
was led by a crowd of persons to the Consistorial building, while the two gentlemen from Hanover 
were allowed to pass through without greeting. After the two-hour interrogation, Regula was 
received with a hundred cheers and handshakes. The train stopped in front of his house, and 


96Ecclesiastical contemporary history 


performed the well-known Protestant Union comedy. Regula had been condemned for his denial 
of the divinity of Christ. Nevertheless, they sang bravely: Ein feste Burg ist unser Gott (Our God 
is a Mighty Fortress), regardless of the fact that this song contains the words: "Do you know who 
he is, he is called Jesus Christ, the Lord of hosts, and is no other God, he must keep the field.” 
The Protestant Union Marseillaise, which struck the singers themselves on the mouth, Regula 
gladly put up with, and bowed with courteous words. At the same time the city consistory made 
it known that, after the erroneous decision of the minister of culture, it had not pursued its right 
any further, because, according to what was heard, it was not a matter of a disciplinary 
investigation against Regula, but of the factual determination of his remarks at the district synod. 
In fact, the two consistory officials had only this mandate, and therefore refrained from any further 
investigation into the meaning and opinion of Regula's statements. The final verdict of the 
Consistory can therefore only be based on the words as they are already stated in the minutes 
of the District Synod; and Dr. Spiegel celebrated the victory of his party in advance in a public 
meeting. (N. Zeitbl.) 

Scotland. A Commission of the General Assembly of the Free Church of Scotland has 
ruled against Prof. Robertson Smith (by 270 votes to 202) that he be "instructed" to give up 
teaching his class until next May, when the General Assembly itself can determine his position 
in the Church. He was charged "that, while Prof. Smith could not be credited with the intention of 
attacking the integrity and authority of the Scriptures, yet his statements were likely to create in 
the minds of readers the impression that the Bible does not furnish a reliable statement of the 
truth, and that God is not its author; that, further, the general tendency of his assertions was to 
throw Old Testament history into confusion, and to shake, if not destroy, the foundation upon 
which New Testament doctrine is built." The final verdict of Luthard's Kz. of Jan. 1 on the 
Commission's decision reads: "It is clear that Smith's opponents, especially Dr. Begg and Dr. 
Kennedy, although acting in good faith, judge the young doctor too harshly. In Germany they 
would hardly shrug their shoulders at Smith. But that the young man should be restrained is as 
natural as it is necessary in the Scottish Free Church. The Scottish church is more formally bound 
to the Scriptures than the critical procedure of its professor would be without all danger." - Quite 
true: "In Germany, however, one would scarcely shrug one's shoulders at Smith," while in 
Germany again one has so much ecclesiastical insight that a certain tight attitude toward Bible 
criticism in an overseas Free Church is even considered "necessary" in a certain sense. 

W. 

The Jews in Vienna. According to the "Oesterr. Schulboten", in the school year 1878-79 
the Viennese grammar and secondary schools were attended by 1240 Catholic and 1038 Jewish 
pupils, although the Jews only make up the tenth part of the population of Vienna. Justice and 
administration will therefore soon be largely in the hands of the Jews. This still goes beyond 
Prussia. 

Australia. Dr. Ad. Bastian, on his journey of exploration, has discovered written characters 
among the Australian tribes of Queensland, whereas hitherto it was thought that they lacked any 
writing at all. A new proof that the cultivated people have not developed from their original 
savagery, savagery and barbarism to a state of intelligence, but have sunk from this latter state, 
which was original to them, into that of savagery, savagery and barbarism. Ww. 
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As was already noted in the March issue of this magazine, Prof. Loy has begun 
to publish a new magazine in Columbus, the "Columbus Theological Magazine". In this 
magazine he wants to combat the so-called Missourian doctrine of election by grace. 
Already in the first number he goes to work vigorously. He likes to call our doctrine "a 


won non 


new doctrine", "a new departure", "a new theory", and he himself gives us the predicate 


"new teachers". Prof. Loy's attack is such that under other circumstances we could 
and would ignore it. Why? That will become clear from what follows. But since Prof. 
L. enjoys a great reputation in some circles, a word of defense from our side against 
his attack is necessary, so that a misdirection and seduction that could emanate 
from him, as much as is in us, will be warded off. 

Prof. Loy wants to represent the doctrine according to which election is made 
in view of persevering faith. Our doctrine, according to which election "is a cause, so 
that it creates, works, helps, and promotes our blessedness and what belongs to it 
(thus also faith)," he wants to fight as a Calvinistic one. 

First, he seeks to give a proof of probability that our doctrine, according to 
which election is a cause of faith in time, cannot be the genuine Lutheran doctrine 
known in Concordia. 

Three main things he asserts here. First, he thinks that it cannot be proved that 
the "representative men" in the period before and at the time of the Concordia formula 
would have held the doctrine that we find expressed in the Concordia formula even 
in "some unanimity. It seems to him that no one would claim that the proof could be 
given. One must wonder at this boldness in claiming. The question is: Did the 
Lutheran teachers, before the Concordia formula, have faith? 
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Did they, like us, conceive of election as a cause of faith in time, or did they, like us, 
conceive of election as a cause of faith in time? The latter can not only be proved, 
but has already been proved by us. As to Luther, we refer to such passages as 
"Lehre und Wehre," 1880, p. 359 f., "Lutherans," 1880, p. 52, have been cited. Let it 
only be remembered that Luther 1 Pet. 1, 2. refers the "chosen - to obedience" also 
to the obedience of faith (E. A. 52, 7.). Urbanus Rhegius, in his "Formulae caute 


loquendi," says: "As God hath provided for Petrum, Paulum, and us other Christians, 
unto salvation: so hath he also before ordained and provided for their conversion, 
Christian walk, repentance, etc." (Deutsche Bucher und Schriften, Nirnb. 1562. |, 
164.) This book first appeared at Wittenberg in 1535, and was interpreted ten times 


up to the year 1576, *) counting the imprint in the Corpus Julium, by which the 


"Formulae" Provinciale received symbolic validity. The Strasbourg Concordia 
Formula of 1563, which already contains in outline the Concordia Formula's doctrine 
of election, does not speak expressis verbis about the relationship of election to faith 
in time. But it is clear that it places eternal election in a causal relation to the whole 
spiritual life, if it wants the doctrine of election also to serve the purpose "so that in 
the battle of the flesh against the Spirit, contested consciences may have the firm 
consolation that salvation is not in their hands, from which it could easily be torn, but 
in Christ's hands." (Léscher, Historia Motuum III, 289.) In Chemnitzen's edition of his 
Enchiridion of 1574, not only is the doctrine of the Concordia formula clearly stated, 
but the 11th article of the Concordia formula also agrees in its version with 
Chemnitzen's article in the Enchiridion in many parts verbatim. Concerning the 
relation of faith to election, Chemnitz clearly teaches (to which we have already 
repeatedly referred): "Thus also the election of God does not follow according to our 
faith and righteousness, but goes before as a cause of all this ... for the election of 
grace is a cause of all that belongs to salvation. That Chemnitz is not here speaking 
of election in the so-called broader sense has already been proved in this journal 
(1880, p. 72.). Chemnitz's Enchiridion was not only published several times until the 
Concordia Formula, but according to it "the pastors of the churches in the principality 
of Brunswick etc. were examined and questioned in the Jerlichen Visitationibus." 
Andree's "Swabian Formula" (sent to Brunswick in March 1574) already has the 
passage: "The eternal 


*) Cf. M. S. Grabe's edition of the Formulae. Kénigso. 1672, S. 48. 
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But God's will and God's good pleasure is a cause that works, helps, and promotes 
our salvation, on which our salvation is also based, so that the posts of light should 
not oppose it. (Heppe, Ill. Supp. 152.) Also in Heerbrand's Compendium of 1573, in 
answer to the question, "What are the effects of the election of grace?" is answered, 
"All the benefits of Christ, which he bestows on his elect: Calling, justification, 
glorification, being conformed to the image of the Son of God, deliverance from sin, 
love to God, knowledge of God and His will, etc." (p. 235.) But that even Heerbrand 
does not here speak of an "election in the broader sense" is evident from the fact 
that, p. 230 f., he answers in the affirmative the question, "Is the number of the elect 
a certain (certus) ?" and, at the same time, he objects to the fact that one may not 
conclude from this a predestination to damnation. After these brief remarks it should 
be evident that Prof. Loy's above assertion, mildly spoken, is a true monster of an 
assertion. We now challenge him to prove historically that the Lutheran theologians 
before the Concordia formula taught, even with very little "unanimity," that 


persevering faith was to precede election in signo rationis, and that election could not 
be called a cause of faith. Of course he must not come to us with the synergistic 
Philippists. These had the "foreknowledge of faith," however. Nic. Hemming writes 
in his tractatus de gratia universal: "Why some are called chosen before the foundation 
of the world, and others are called rejected, has this cause alone. God, who foreknew 
all that was to come, foresaw the outcome, which has causes belonging to it. Hence 
it comes to pass that in his foreknowledge it is established with him what kind of 
disposition (animus) each will have, what kind of faith he will have, what kind of 
misconduct (perversio) he will have, in consequence of which the one will be an elect, 
the other a reprobate." (In Frank IV, 324 according to the edition of 1591. This 
treatise, however, appeared already in 1553 at Frankfurt a. M.) Hemming also 
already polemicizes against the fact that election is a cause of faith. He thinks that 
the sentence "selecti sumus ergo credimus" (we are chosen, therefore we believe) leads 
to Stoicism. - As for the Lutheran theologians before the Concordia formula, what the 
Concordia formula p. 704, § 1, says, "that also among ours something of this 
(namely, of controversy about the doctrine of election) has been aroused, to which 
the theologians do not all speak the same way because of it." *) But the formulation 
of the confession 


*) Heshusius, for example, in his writing Confutatio argumentorum, quibus synergistae 
etc. (Schlisselburg, Catal. V, 316 sqq.) has many a wrong thing. But in his Examen theologicum, 
which is before us from the year 1571, nothing offensive occurs. Cf. XVI Locus p.. 133-136. 
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The fact that predestination is found in the eleventh article is far less difficult than the 
establishment of it in other articles (e.g., in the article on the Lord's Supper, on the 
person of Christ, etc.). Frank therefore rightly remarks (IV, 136.): "Recently the 
doctrine of predestination in the Formula of Concord has not infrequently been called 
the most fragile side of the confession in general, where a confusion reigns of which 
the formula is otherwise not guilty. But the historical origin and fixation of the article 
does not reveal the uncertainty of which the authors are accused, and the accusation 
should have been confronted with the fact that the Confessors succeeded in 
formulating precisely this allegedly most confused article with comparatively great 
ease, not only themselves, but also in the face of the numerous opponents of the 
Confession, who exposed the real or supposed infirmities of it with great zeal and 
without the slightest restraint." 

On the other hand, Prof. Loy wants to prove the probability that our doctrine is 
not the confessional Lutheran doctrine from the fact that the doctrine with the 
foresight of persevering faith was held by all the great theologians of later times to 
be the confessional doctrine, indeed, for 300 years in the Lutheran Church it was 
held to be the genuine Lutheran doctrine. Let us also examine this proof of probability 
a little more closely. The doctrine of Sunday is so clearly stated in the 28th Article of 
the Augsburg Confession that even a child can immediately grasp it correctly. And 
yet, alas! great theologians of later times have led an incorrect doctrine of Sunday 
and have passed it off as the confessional one. Further: Prof. Loy assumes so readily 
that the later theologians really meant to represent the doctrine of the Concordia 
formula of election. But this most of them do not themselves assert par excellence. 
On the contrary, they explicitly say that they take election in a different, narrower 
sense, while the Concordia formula speaks of election in a broader sense. Thus, e. 
g., Quenstedt (III, 23.), Konig (Th. pos. 113 f.), Fecht (Comp. 413.), Musaus (Dissert, 


de aet. elect, decreto p. 203 f.), Baier (Ill, c. 12. § 2. a.), Hollaz (Ill, s. 1. c. 2. q. 5.). 
They rely for their assertion on §§ 13-24. of the 11th article of the Concordia formula. 
But since the Formula of Concord expressly says (§ 24.) that what is contained in 
the paragraphs cited "shall never be excluded or omitted" when speaking of God's 
providence, election, and ordinance for salvation, it is proved that the whole system 
of the doctrine of the later (however many excellent and correct things they offer in 
detail) is not in the sense of the Confession. That one still seeks to make use of 
individual parts of the Concordia formula, and that in individual passages the formula 
isa 
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The fact that the concordia formula can be used to teach a narrower choice can no 
longer change the state of affairs. For the assumption that the Concordia formula 
speaks once of an election in a broader sense and then again of an election in a 
narrower sense is wholly inadmissible. Not only does it not say this itself, but it 
excludes such a thought entirely, in that from the outset it definitely distinguishes the 
term "election" from the term "praescientia" (providence - foreknowledge) (M 5-7.) and 
says of election thus determined and distinguished (§8.) that it is a cause of our 
blessedness and what belongs to it, and M 13-23. sets forth how Christians alone 
can rightly think and speak of their election. The Concordia formula teaches only 
election from beginning to end. Dogmatists, in treating of the doctrine of 
predestination in general, also give little consideration to the Concordia formula. 
What the Concordia formula says does not fit into their concept of election. Caspar 
Léscher, professor and general superintendent at Wittenberg, is (Theologia thetica, 


Wittenb. 1701. p. 248) so bold as to assert that the Concordia formula speaks of 
election in an unbiblical sense; that a distinction must be made between the doctrine 
of Scripture and the doctrine of symbols; that he wishes to treat only the doctrine of 
Scripture, not that of the Concordia formula. He writes: "The word predestination has 
another meaning, not in the Scriptures, but in the symbolical books. Therefore we 
again distinguish between the symbolical and scriptural meanings of the word; the 
latter is a wider, the latter a narrower. The latter has no place here, except that we 
exclude it; the latter is treated of here. For we set forth this doctrine from Scripture. 
Therefore this must also be done with the words of Scripture, and in the sense which 
they have in Scripture. "*) Thus Prof. Loy has no right to urge the later doctrine of 
election by grace as a correct exposition of the doctrine of the confession. Léscher, 
at least, decidedly rejects this patronage. Prof. Loy's assertion that the later 
dogmatists agree perfectly in the exposition of their doctrine of election, also requires 
a little remark. It is not to be denied that they introduce the foreknowledge of faith in 
election just as unanimously as they are persistently silent about it before the 
Concordia formula. Then, however, divergences are found. Quenstedt says (Ill, 89): 
"There is only one election, namely, the real and eternal separation of certain 
individuals, who, according to the foreknowledge of faith, are to be elected. 


*) Habet praedestinationis vox significationem aliquam amplam, non in sacro codice, sed in 
libris symbolicis. Unde denuo distinguimus inter significationem ejus vocis symbolicam 
etbiblicam; illa est ampla, haec stricta et contracta. Ia hic nullum habet locum nisi remotive, 
haec vero hic obtinet. Proponimus enim doctrinam hanc ex Scriptura, ergo id praestandum 
quoque est verbis Scripturae, et in eo sensu, quem in Scriptura obtinent. 
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of persevering faith. No double election is taught in Scripture, one to faith and grace, 
another to blessedness or glory. But when election is spoken of, it is understood to 
mean predestination to eternal life." The later theologians of Tubingen, on the other 
hand (cf. Fecht, Compendium, Cap. XVI. de praed. § 14.), maintained that, according to 
Scripture, election must be taught in the broader and narrower sense, the former 
including also the temporal believers, the latter the persevering believers. The 
TUbingeners sought to prove to those who, like Quenstedt, taught an unchangeable 
decree of election, that the same objections might be raised against their doctrine as 
against the absolute decree of the Calvinists. Fecht, on the other hand, though he 
thinks it is only a dispute of words, remarks against the Tibingeners that they lead 
the doctrine of the Arminians (Comp. p. 426). Further, while all affirm that the 
foreknowledge of faith is to be advanced in election, in what way the foreknown faith 
is to be considered in election, whether as a part of the predestinatory order, or as 
causa instrumentalis, or as causa impulsiva minus principalis, there has never been 
complete agreement. After the one has tried to convince the other, usually in vain, 
that his expression is the better one, they finally reassure themselves by declaring 
that they are one in the matter, even if they cannot agree on the expression. But 
Musaeus, for instance, complains that this disagreement causes confusion among 
the students (cf. Calov, Historia Syncret. p. 1044.). So much in regard to the alleged 
perfect unanimity of the later. - And a period of 300 years is taken up by Prof. Loy, in 
which the doctrine which he considers the 


*Joh. Adam Osiander, for example, polemicizes (1686) against those who teach an 
immutable election under the foresight of persevering faith, thus: "They endanger a) the faith. 
For if only the persevering believer is elect, how can | then know in this life that | am an elect? 
B) Hope. For the future good, the object of hope, namely, finite perseverance, is not yet in my 
possession, and about the same | am not yet quite sure. 7) Love. If | am irrevocably 


(immutabiliter) elected, and fall into mortal sin, | am carnally certain concerning the grace of 
election, as which by no fall can be made void, and so | become lukewarm in the worship and 
love of God." (Colleg. Theol. Syst. Pars vi. p. 117.) Whereas, according to Osiander's report, 
the theologians who teach election sub praevisa fide finali have asserted against the 
TUbingeners (ibid. p. 116): "(In the doctrine of a changeable election) a) faith falters, in that men 
think: if one decree of God changes, the other will change also. What then can be confidently 


believed? b) hope, because | cannot be sure that God will not blot me out of the book of life. c) 
Love. | love him more, of whom | know that he will certainly make me blessed, than him who 


chooses me only to let me go again (qui mutabiliter me eligit).” 
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He will now allow us to cut off at least 100 years at the back! In any case, he reckons 
from 1580 to 1880. He will now first allow us to cut off at least 100 years at the back. 
Or does he want to take into account as genuinely Lutheran what has been taught 
in the disputed article since 1780 and even earlier, even by the best, such as Storr 
*)? Probably not. Nor will he be able to prove any consensus among those who call 
themselves Lutherans for his doctrine since 1830. The best teach "self-decision", 
and usually deny "individual election" to boot. **) 


We also take the liberty of subtracting a few more decades at the front. "Facts 


are not represented as they are," if one claims that since 1580 the later teaching of the 
dogmatists has immediately come into effect. Who, e.g., wanted to find the later 
doctrinal trope in the Apology of the Concordia Book (1582), in Kirchner's Enchiridion 
(1583) +) would truly have to have a strong talent for finding. Cf. what from this time 
"L. u. W." 1880 pp. 130 ff. 

Through the dispute with Huber (since 1590) and especially through Hunnius, 
the anticipation of faith in the election was taken up, tt) but at first only in such a way 
that one tried to hold on to the “election is a cause of faith" at the same time. One 
does not place the faith by which the elect attain blessedness in a mere chronological 
sequence to the eternal elective council, but calls the latter expressly "a cause," "an 
effecting cause," "a source" of faith. Thus Arcularius, GeBner, 


*Storr, Lehrbuch der Dogmatik, translated by Flatt, p. 524: "If we submit to the condition 
under which alone God wants to make us happy, and fulfill it continually, God has foreseen that 
we will persevere in faith and attain the promised blessedness. Hase, in characterizing this 


period, says: "In the Pelagian direction of modern times, praedestinatio became mere praevisio, 
i.e., the destiny of our soul, determined by ourselves alone, ideally considered in the divine view; 
an opposition to orthodox doctrine, which the dogmatists of the new church endeavor to conceal 


by the common opposition to the Calvinistic view (Hutterus red. p. 220.). 


**) Guericke stands outside this circle in his Symbolik 1846. p. 386 ff. An essay in 
Rudelbach's and Guericke's Zeitschrift, 1858, pp. 209-251, by J. A. L. Hebart, on the other hand, 
is thoroughly synergistic. P. 219: "It must be affirmed that those who turn to the faith do not do 
so without the help of their will. It is firmly grounded in God's Word that it is left to the free decision 
of man whether he will believe and abide in the faith or not." 

+) The locus "Of the Eternal Election of God" from Kirchner's Enchiridion is "L. u. W." 1880 
pp. 321 ff. 

tt) Calixt praises Aeg. Hunnius, that by him especially the oldest doctrine of election had 


been reintroduced into the Lutheran Church. Calixt calls the doctrine with intuitus fidei the 


oldest, because it was held by church fathers before Augustine, mostly from semipelagian 
presuppositions. Cf. Baumgarten, Untersuch, theol. Streitig! |, 744. 
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Mamphrasius and others. The main argument in this period is that faith in Christ is 
not excluded from election, and the expression most frequently used is, that faith is 
to be taken as causa instrumentalis in election, that we are elected by faith (per L6em). 
This latter expression we accept as a correct one, and justified in 2 Thess. 2, 13. If 
the later theologians now let faith follow only the time after eternal election, and do 
not want to call election a cause of faith, although here too exceptions are to be noted 
(Seb. Schmidt + 1696, Lassenius + 1692): we must keep in mind which opposition 
they were fighting. They turned against the Calvinists, who, as they (according to the 
greater number) exclude the merit of Christ, so also faith from the election, and want 
faith to belong only to the execution of the election. Gerhard (Loc. de elect. § 167.) 
summarizes the opposition thus: the opponents teach that God first elected some 
certain persons to eternal life by an absolute decree, and only then determined to 
give faith in time to those absolutely elected." Likewise Quenstedt (111, 53): 
"Antithesis. |. of the Calvinists, who, as they entirely remove (eliminant) the v'erdienst 
Christi, so also the faith in Christum from the decree of election, and make it an 
external effect her already concluded election (electionis jam absolutae). Or, as others 
express it, faith belongs to election not so, therefore antecedent, but therefore 


succession (consequenter), not to election itself, but to the execution of it." This 
opposition they rightly combated. Faith belongs as an integrating element in the 
eternal election process. As God does not lead the blessed to blessedness in time 
without faith, but through faith, so he has also determined from eternity to lead them 
to blessedness through faith. (- Election.) The counter-sanctified supposition, which 
entirely excludes faith from the eternal counsel of election, violates the clear 
passages which deal with election, and the similarity of faith. Unfortunately, the 
dogmatists allowed themselves to be pressed in the struggle into not even giving 
faith its proper position, but, strictly speaking, excluding it also from election, by 
placing it altogether before election, presupposing persevering faith in election, so 
far as it relates to particular persons (election in the strictest sense, sensu strictissimo, 


Tpooptopidc). A weak defense against this objection is that, after all, faith is to be 
presupposed in both justification. For election, apart from other things, is not a mere 
actus forensis, a judgment of the judge, but the eternal act of God, which refers to all 
that God does in time to the blessed. (C.-F. §§ 8. 23. 24.) 
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What then of the proof of probability which is supposed to result from the 300 
years of perfect consensus with respect to the Lutheran doctrine of election laid down 
in the Confession? Thus: first, the consensus is not a 300-year consensus; second, 
it is not a perfect consensus; third, in what one consents, one does not dare to claim 
that it is the doctrine of the Formula of Concord; indeed, in individual cases one 
already has the courage to call the concept of election, which the Formula of Concord 
establishes, an unbiblical one. 

Finally, says Prof. Loy, the correctness of the doctrine expounded by the later 
dogmatists is made probable by the fact that the dogmatists were victorious with this 
doctrine in the struggle against the Calvinists. It is true: these great men were 
victorious in the struggle against the Calvinists, but - nevertheless, that they allowed 
themselves to be pushed into a false position with regard to the position of the faith. 
They had a comparatively easy game against the Calvinists. People who assert that 
Christ has not redeemed all men, that God does not sincerely want to make all men 
blessed, but has predestined a portion of men to damnation, that the election to 
salvation has not been made on the basis of Christ's merit as the causa meritoria - 
such people are easily made manifest before Christians as false teachers by the 
clear sayings of Scripture. But the specific assertion that persevering faith must be 
added to election, and that faith in time actually follows only the time after election, 
and is not an effect of eternal election, has caused them enough distress. In regard 
to this point they had clear scriptural passages and their own confession against 
them. Hence the attempt of Seb. Schmidt, for example, to fall back again on Luther's 
way of speaking and the Concordia formula, in addition to the second doctrinal trope. 

But herewith enough about Prof. Loy's proof of probability. 

After the proof of probability, Prof. Loy sets forth in general terms his view of 
choice. His thoughts of election move in the well-known syllogismus praedestinatorius. 
But if, after a long citation from Pfeiffer's Anti-Calvinism, he invites us to recover his 
doctrine of election from some "standard dogmatician," we must, after our remarks on 
the perfect agreement of the later theologians, ask him to describe the "standard 


dogmatician" to us more closely. Upon this he gives in 18 pages an exposition and 
criticism of our doctrine. In this account he treats the present far worse than the past. 
We must confess that we have never seen an omission in which so many distortions 
and falsehoods were crowded into such a relatively small space. Almost every 
sentence needs correction. Even that which is true is so jumbled and concocted that 
the most perfect correction would not be possible. 
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Caricature comes out. We have repeatedly asked ourselves: how is it possible that a 
reasonable and honest man, for whom Prof. Loy must be considered, can produce 
such a work? We are left with only this explanation: Prof. Loy has always accepted 
the doctrine of the later dogmatists bona fide as the correct one, without ever 
examining it carefully according to Scripture and confession, and also without 
thinking it through in all its consequences. Now his attention is called to the fact that 
from our side objection is raised against the praevisa fide finali. The syllogism 


praedestinatorius, according to which everything is so beautifully clear and smooth, is 
contested. In this logically unimpeachable syllogism moved all the thoughts he had 
about the election. He sees himself prompted by circumstances to go into battle 
without having examined all his previous possessions. Thus he is only able to take 
as a caricature what we teach about election according to Scripture and confession. 
To describe our doctrine, he puts into our mouths the following raisonsonnements: 
"How can faith be that which, in God's eyes, distinguishes the person to be elected 
from the person not to be elected, if God must distinguish to what persons he will or 
will not give faith?" We are to reason thus, "If God does not give faith to all persons, 
is it not evident that he has purposed to make only a few blessed, and has absolutely 
determined to give faith to these, because he has chosen them?" We are to plead 
the fact that not all men come into the sphere of the means of grace, in order to prove 
from it that God does not intend to make all men blessed! According to our doctrine, 
God is to treat his poor creatures in such a way that when they look up to him in their 
anguish for a morsel of comfort, he closes the door upon them with the cold rejection 
that he owes them nothing!" According to our doctrine, only the will of election is said 
to be of such a nature and character as to make men blessed. He says, "They teach 
a beatific efficacy (of the means of grace) which cannot make blessed, not such a 
one as does not make blessed because it is resisted, but such a one as cannot make 
blessed." Our theory is to be that man pleases God even without faith, that faith in 
God's mind (in the mind of God) is not necessary to salvation, God has chosen to 


salvation apart from faith (without reference to it). We could fill whole pages with similar 
distortions and falsehoods. And Prof. Loy throws them among the people, although 
he partly knows, and partly could know, that we teach in explicit words the opposite 
of what he presents as our doctrine. But he believes that he can burden us with all 
the above and much more than the right consequences, because we do not want to 
put persevering faith before election, but all the spiritual goods that are the basis of 
our faith. 
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Christians in time, according to Scripture and confession, as a consequence of 
election. 

Prof. L.'s criticism of our doctrine is, of course, completely irrelevant. However, 
we want to share the main points of it, especially since there are many things that 
reveal the animus of the opponent's position. 

Our teaching is supposed to be, first of all, a child of philosophical speculation, 
an attempt to solve an insoluble mystery. The accusation is a completely new one. 
But Prof. Loy knows how to justify it quite easily. In order to solve the mystery which 
lies in the fact that not all men will be saved, although God earnestly wants to save 
all, we are to teach that God does not earnestly want to save all men. This is the 
meaning of Prof. L.'s remarks, p. 15. 16. Prof. L. does not care that we have 
expressly said (we take the first best passage which is at hand from our publications, 
e. g. Westl. Ber. '80 p. 30): "So we must not be reproached as if we meant: God 
would quite like unbelievers to come to faith, but he does not care very much about 
their blessedness, ... He makes a feeble attempt to bring them to faith, but soon 
gives it up again. No, we do not teach mere complacentia, as some reformers do, who 
ascribe to the dear God only a weak, impotent will (to make them blessed) in regard 
to the damned. We believe that God also earnestly desires to make blessed those 
who are not chosen, so earnestly that he sacrificed his Son on the cross for them 
also, and that Christ weeps bitter tears over Jerusalem, because it will not let itself 
be made blessed." "We are persuaded," said the answer to an interpellation L. u. W. 
'81 p. 53, "from Scripture, that some who are lost have received the richer grace, 
while many blessed elect have not been made partakers of it, as, for instance, the 
lost citizens of Chorazin and Bethsaida have been accounted worthy of a richer 
grace than the Ninivites, who came to repentance and grace through Jonas' 
preaching." From this it may well be seen that we really leave the mystery of why, in 
view of God's earnest will to save all men, not all are saved, and do not 
blasphemously solve it by negating God's earnest will to save those who are lost. 
No, we really stay with the saying Hos. 13, 9. Whether the counterpart stays with it, 
will be discussed later. 

On the other hand, Prof. Loy accuses us of damaging the revealed doctrine of 
God and God's attributes. Of course, he can justify this accusation quite easily, after 
he has previously reversed our teaching to the effect that we teach that God does 
not seriously want to make all men blessed. Our doctrine should be: God gives 
blessedness only 
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He does not give it to the few and does not give it to others for the reason that he 
owes them nothing. Here the above-mentioned insinuation occurs: "Does God really 
treat his wretched creatures in such a way that when they look up to him in their fear 
for a little comfort, he closes the door in their face with the cold rejection that he owes 
them nothing? No, we Missourians say, that is not how God treats his wretched 
creatures. Therefore, by God's grace, it has always been, and still is, the keynote of 
Missouri's doctrine, that God says to all poor sinners, "Come unto me, all ye that 
labour and are heavy laden, and | will refresh you." Nu r, when the "wretched 
creatures" take the liberty of asserting a legal claim before God, want to find in 
themselves a cause why God should bestow his grace on them, when the "wretched 
creatures" take the liberty of wanting to master God, and, on the doctrine that God 
has found no cause of election even in the elect, are always ready with the question, 
"why then has not God chosen all?"Then, only then, do we Missourians say to such 
fellows, with Paul, Rom. 9:18: "God hath mercy on whom He will;" God owes nothing 
to any one. 

Thirdly, Prof. Loy also wants to have discovered false exegetical principles in 
us. On this occasion he brings up a number of things in which we see no connection 
with the discussion of exegetical principles. What first comes to us in tangible form 
as belonging here is the accusation that we want to derive the doctrine of election 
solely from sedes of this doctrine. This procedure of ours is supposed to be a new 
hermeneutical rule. One can hardly believe his eyes when he reads this from the 
pen of a Lutheran professor. Quenstedt says: "Every article of faith has its own and 
natural seat in Scripture (propriam suam et nativam sedem), according to which it must 
also be evaluated. . . By not holding to this, the Papists and Calvinists get into the 
greatest difficulties and gravest errors." (Theol. did.- pol. P. |, 349.) No other rule has 
ever applied in the Lutheran Church. What Prof. Loy pronounces must probably be 
thought only a temporary confusion. Hopefully, in former times he himself always 
followed the "new" rule, that every article of faith is to be judged according to the 
passages of Scripture where it is treated clearly and ex professo. Precisely by 
following this hermeneutical rule, "one adheres to the sure old hermeneutical rule 
that as the Bible has an author and reveals a harmonious truth, so also it interprets 
itself without contradicting itself (it is consistently self-interpreting)." In the other case 
one is in danger, to which Prof. Loy seems already to have succumbed in regard to 
the disputed article of faith, of construing articles of faith for oneself out of the so- 
called whole of Scripture, into which the 
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clear scriptural passages, in which the articles of faith are first revealed to us, must 
be sent nolens volens. But Prof. Loy's thoughts have completely run out with the 
following assertion: "Also, the new (!) hermeneutical rule of the new (!) theory of 
election is of no help. The latter actually beats itself. If the doctrine is to be derived 
from the sedes doctrinae alone, without any light from other passages (7), it is 
impossible to prove that there is any election to eternal life at all." If also by "A. and 
N." Rom. 8, 29. "whom also he hath ordained,” &c., he does not at the same time 
mean to understand of the ordinance to glory, what then does he do with the last link 
of the "golden chain" in v. 30. "but whom he hath ordained, them also he hath called; 
but whom he hath called, them also he hath justified; but whom he hath justified, 
them also he hath glorified"? Does it perhaps require a safe old hermeneutical rule that 
one simply discount this last link? According to this assertion of Prof. Loy's, we would 
not have been too much surprised if he had made it a Lutheran principle, when 
discussing a doctrine, to first of all put the sedes doctrinae completely out of sight. 
Fourth, our doctrine of election is said to endanger the doctrine of justification. 
Proof: according to our doctrine, in the mind of God, faith is not necessary to 
salvation. What is meant in any case is that, according to our doctrine of election, 
God grants salvation to someone without looking to see whether the person in 
question will also believe in Christ. Do not be alarmed! Election took place "for 
salvation in sanctification of the Spirit and in the faith of the truth". To the eternal 
decision of election belongs, as an essential and integrating part, all that God does 
in time to the elect. No election "without sanctification of the Spirit and faith of the 
truth." Even the eternal decision of election, as a decision, comes about only "in 
Christ" as its foundation, so also only "in sanctification of the Spirit and in the faith of 
the truth" as the appointed way by which the elect are led to blessedness, the final 
goal. So much, then, did God look to faith for election, that without it there would be 
no election at all. Is not the faith with which God has endowed Christians from 
eternity "in the mind of God"? Or is this faith, about which God in the counsel of 


election from eternity has held counsel and decreed to give in his purpose (C.-F. § 
45.*)), and which he himself now also in time 


*) When the C.-F.? 45. says that God has counseled in election and decreed in his 
intercession how he would bring every Christian to conversion, it teaches that God has 
counseled and decreed in his intercession the faith of every Christian, for conversion consists in 
the gift of faith. 


110To Weir. 


through the word in the Christian, not full-fledged, not good enough? Is only that faith 
valid before God for which man has decided himself? That is what the opposite party 
does not yet want. Do those harm the doctrine of justification who do not want to put 
persevering faith before election: then the Lutheran theologians of the sixteenth 
century, Luther first, have harmed the doctrine of justification. Then the authors of the 
Formula of Concord have sat in thick darkness, by asserting of their doctrine of 
election, according to which election is a cause of conversion, justification, etc. (§ 
45.), that it confirms the article of justification (§ 43.). But it is very probable to us that 
Luther, Chemnitz, and the authors of the Concordia Formula in general, understood 
the Article of Justification better than Prof. Loy. Where this will end! 

Because Prof. Loy lives under the illusion that he represents to us the antithesis 
of the later dogmatists against the Calvinists, he also seeks to set up completely 
against us the antithesis which the former set up against the latter." Namely, fifthly, 
we are to damage the doctrine of the means of grace. This he proves by having us 
teach an efficacy of the means of grace "which cannot make blessed; not such as 
does not make blessed because it is resisted, but such as cannot make blessed." Our 
publications are full of such testimonies, in which it is said that those who are lost are 
lost because they obstinately resist the powerful operation of the Holy Spirit in the 
means of grace. Such statements on our part must have been known to Prof. Loy, for 
he feels compelled here to add that we had not "explicitly" said what he imputed to 
us. One would hardly expect us to defend ourselves seriously against such attacks, 
for which the material is fabricated ad libitum. Otherwise, we might eventually find 
ourselves in the position of having to defend ourselves against Buddhism. Let us refer 
here only to a line of thought which Prof. Loy wants to oppose to us, but which does 
not fit badly against his theory of election - provided that Prof. Loy argues correctly. 
He teaches that God has chosen a certain number of men in view of persevering faith, 
and that this choice is unchangeable. No one will be saved more or less, as God is 
God. Now he writes the following very eloquently against himself: "Because no others 
but the elect are saved, the means of grace can bring salvation only to the elect, and 
to no other." Prof. Loy, according to his doctrine, asserts the antecedent clause; 
hence, if his manner of arguing is correct, he also asserts the consequent clause. 
Further on it is written: "God has made the unchangeable resolution to save a few 
(we add: whose 
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He has foreseen) to make blessed. These and no others are saved. Consequently, 
when the means of grace are brought to an elect man, the purpose of God, which no 
power can hinder, must work faith in him and bring him to the Savior. He must and 
ought to be saved according to the divine counsel, and he must be saved by the 
prevailing grace of God; it is not possible for it to be nullified (otherwise, let us add, 
God's counsel, which he has made in regard to persevering faith, would not be 
unchangeable). In other words, God's grace works irresistibly through the means of 
grace in the commerce which relates to the elect; or, if this be denied, there remains 
only the alternative, that God's grace works irresistibly without the means." Thus, as 
has been said, Prof. Loy criticizes himself with consequences to be drawn from our 
doctrine. 

The sixth and last objection of Prof. Loy is that our doctrine robs the poor sinner 
of the comfort of the gospel. This objection is rooted in the fact that we are to teacha 
"lack of mercy toward others (the lost)," that in our doctrine it is supposed that God 
really has mercy for salvation only toward the few elect. As to our defense against 
this charge, what was said at the fifth exposition applies here. But let us look a little 
more closely at Prof. Loy's theory of election in relation to its consolation. One has 
the right thoughts of election, if his theory is correct, according to the syllogismus 


praedestinatorius. The supersentence is, God wills to elect all those who will believe to 
the end. The subordinate clause: Martin, Frederick, etc., will believe to the end 
according to God's foreknowledge. Final clause: Martin, Frederick, etc., are therefore 
chosen from eternity to blessedness. There is nothing further to be said against the 
syllogism in and of itself. But it is not of the least use to Martin and Frederick, nor to 
all Christians, so that they could draw comfort from their eternal election. For in their 
lives they never come to draw the conclusion, because they must always remain 
uncertain about the substitute. That God had foreknown their persevering faith always 
remains a mystery to them. Thus the doctrine of election according to the syllogism 


praedestinatorius is in practice utterly useless. Here election is based on something 
that is in question for the one who wants to take comfort from election, namely, 
perseverance in faith to the end. The perseverance to the end must be certain to him 
who wishes to comfort himself with election ex praevisa fide finali. Only to the extent 


that he is certain in advance of his fides finalis can he also be certain of his election. 
In short, this doctrine of election could only comfort him who has no need of 
consolation. He who really needs consolation can only be plunged deeper into 
desolation by it. It falls under the judgment of our Be- 
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Accordingly, he who leads the doctrine of God's gracious election in such a way that 
afflicted Christians cannot take comfort in it, but are caused to despair by it, it is 
undoubtedly certain and true that it is not carried out according to the word and will 
of God, but according to the reason and instigation of the afflicted devil. 

But here the other party objects: "You do us great injustice. We do not want the 
eyes of Christians to be fixed on God's foreknowledge, but to be drawn away from it. 
We do not tell Christians to ponder God's foreknowledge of persevering faith, and in 
this way to embrace election. We point people to Word and Sacrament, to the 
revealed way of salvation. This they are to walk in faith, so that at the end of life they 
may be certain of their choice." But one has already cut off one's retreat. Apart from 
the fact that in this doctrine of election the foreknowledge of persevering faith appears 
as a normative principle, and that it must always be set before the Christians, if they 
are to be led to the right thoughts of election (once assumed to be the right thoughts): 
how then does one come to terms with Rom. 8, 29. where one wants to find in the 


"which he provided before" ("5c 2poéyva) the foreknowledge of persevering faith? The 


apostle sets the ouc 2polyva right before the eyes of the Roman Christians, s 0 before 
their eyes, that he sets in succession to it the determination to be conformed to Christ, 
the factual calling, justification, and glorification. As certainly as ye are "foreknown" 
(mpoeyvoapivoi), the apostle means to say, so certainly are ye ordained to be 
fashioned like Christ and glorified. One would therefore be acting against the 
apostle's example if one wished to divert the eyes of Christians from the 
foreknowledge of persevering faith (supposing this to be expressed in the ouc 
mpolyvo) in the practical application of election. The antitype would rather have to 
teach Christians thus, "As surely as God foreknew your persevering faith, so surely 
shall ye be glorified by the cross." This again clearly proves that Rom. 8, 29. cannot 
be interpreted from the foreknowledge of persevering faith, but that ""v¢ mpoéyv@ must 
be apprehended as Luther apprehended it: "whom he provided beforehand," i. e. 
paraphrased, accepted as his own, chose. This mystery, it is true, was once hidden 
in eternity. But by the preaching of the gospel it was made manifest to the Roman 
Christians, so that it is now established to them and believed by them. Therefore the 
apostle can also put the certain glory in succession to it. But with the "foreknowledge" 
of God nothing can be done in the doctrine of election, "because God reveals nothing 
of it to us in the Word" (C.-F.); therefore one does not make it the normative principle, 
but rather the "foreknowledge" of God. 


To the weir. 113 


follow our confession, which § 55. warns against inferring, concluding, or brooding 
in anything from the foreknowledge of God. 

Finally, we take the liberty of addressing a few details in Prof. Loy's article, the 
illumination of which seems necessary to us in order to characterize the author's 
crooked and in part very questionable position. 

Prof. Loy comes to the point that we teach a certainty of blessedness and 
election. He wants to refute this teaching of ours: "They say that God does this 
(namely, that he makes the elect certain of their blessedness and election) not by a 
special revelation, but in such a way that he calls them and works faith in them. By 
these signs they might infallibly know their election. *) And yet they admit that many 
are called and few are chosen, and that of those who believe some are not chosen 
and finally fall away. In other words, we are to make infallible inferences from fallible 
signs, to draw apodictic conclusions from contingent premises, and to base our 
eternal hope on such palpable fallacies." Prof. Loy is making a mockery of our logic 
here. We teach, however, that from the general promise, and only thus, the Christian 
may know his election and eventual blessedness. For this general calling is an 
earnest one, and thus tells me that Christ also died for me, that | too am perfectly 
reconciled to God, that God accepts me as his child for Christ's sake, and that, in 
spite of my weakness, he wants to lead me safely into eternal life by the use of the 
means of grace and the practice of prayer and godliness. God does even more. He 
has given his church the sacraments and absolution, by which he especially confirms 
and promises to every believer the promise of the gospel. As truly as God gives this 
promise of his to the faithful, the believer should believe it, and be assured of 
blessedness and election. The fact that most people remain secure in their sins and 
do not believe this promise, that even some who once believed fall away again, can 
certainly warn me against carnal security, but cannot cause me to contradict God to 
his face, who in his promise promises me righteousness, childship, and blessedness. 
Surely it is not because of the promise of God, which is earnestly meant and brings 
with it the Holy Spirit, that so many fall away. That the number of the elect is small, 
that many are merely called, is the fault of men, who obstruct the way of the Holy 
Spirit. In general, the believer, who in his anguish of heart wants to know how God 
is disposed toward him, has not opened his eyes. 


*) By the way, we do not put faith and profession (or holding out the gospel promise) on 
the same line as a mark of recognition. The gospel promise is the never wavering sign that holds 
sting even when the sense of faith etc. has faded. 
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to the many unbelievers and time-believers, but to God's promise. *) He is also not 
interested in speculations about the time-believers, if he is really a poor sinner and 
concerned about what God's will is against him. If such speculations come into his 
mind, he puts them on the Index by the power of the Holy Spirit. Prof. Loy, however, 
If he has only made himself reasonably clear, intends the following: Although God 
tells the believer that he has given Christ to death for him, that he accepts him as his 
child for Christ's sake, that he also intends to preserve him in faith to the end, yet the 
believer should not yet consider it certain that he will obtain blessedness on the basis 
of these promises. He would thus base the hope of his blessedness on "palpable 
fallacies." For some believers, to whom these promises were also told, yea, who also 
believed them for a time, nevertheless perish. Prof. Loy may well have missed the 
fact that he is herewith mocking the logic of the Holy Spirit. For thus St. Paul writes, 
"If God be for us, who can be against us, who spared not even his own Son, but gave 
him up for us all; how shall he not with him give us all things?" Here the Holy Spirit, 
through the apostle, commits the "palpable fallacy" of inferring that from the bestowal 
of the Son of God, which after all was done for the whole world and all believers, the 
faithful are to nome that God will bestow upon them all things, that is, also 
perseverance in the faith and eternal blessedness. Had, to be sure, the Holy Spirit 
learned his logic from Prof. Loy, he would not have instructed the Christians at Rome 
"to base their eternal hope on such palpable fallacies." Prof. Loy would not be 
vomited upon by these words. To use his own words, "An unmerciful application of 
the knife is mercy here." He's on a very wicked path here. And there is some danger 
in the warp after all. Immediately after his logical deductions he says, "We have been 
too long in the dear evangelical school of the Lutheran Church to learn this new 
language and these new methods now that our pilgrimage is ending and the 
heavenly city seems so near." If serious temptations come upon him, and he will not 
then engage in the "palpable fallacies" of the Holy Spirit, he must despair, the 
heavenly city must again vanish from his sight, and the abyss of hell open up. 


*Luther: "If your sin and unworthiness are a matter of concern to you, and if it occurs to 
you that you have not been provided for by God, item, that the number of the elect is small, the 
multitude of the wicked great, and if you are frightened by the horrible examples of divine wrath 
and judgment, etc., do not argue long about why God does this or that in this way and not in 
another way, if he could well do so. Neither do thou presume to search the abyss of divine 
providence with thy reason ...., but keep the promise of the gospel." (E. A. 52, 6.) 
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For even though the most glorious and sweetest promises may be held out to him 
that God will forgive him all his sins for Christ's sake, and that he will be safely guided 
through the storm of temptation into the eternal port of rest, he must, according to 
his logic, doubt the power of these promises and not dare to rely on them with any 
certainty, because it is an obvious fact that many believers, to whom these promises 
were also made and said, have nevertheless been lost. How are the promises to 
prove their power in him, since he is not a hair better than the lost ones, as the 
awakened conscience itself tells him? Prof. Loy once says that he wants to preserve 
the Lutheran doctrine of the means of grace. What he may well consider Lutheran 
doctrine of the means of grace! Where his principles work their way through, there 
must arise an enthusiastic sect that rejects the means of grace, that constantly 
punishes God with lies, and that trusts God only so far as it feels and sees Him and 
can reckon up what He has done. 

We teach that God, moved only by his grace and the merit of Christ, has chosen 
to bring poor sinners into eternal blessedness through calling, conversion, 
justification, and so on. But now it is said to us, "Why then hath not God chosen all 
men? The grace of God and the merit of Christ are equally available to all men, and 
all men are poor sinners. How can a particular election result from general causes, 
if the election begins with the poor sinner? If, therefore, something is not 
presupposed in those who are to be chosen, by which they differ from others, 
namely, persevering faith, then, in view of the particularity of the election, it must be 
concluded that God has made a "blind grasp" in the election. He who does not 
presuppose persevering faith as a distinguishing characteristic must put up with the 
conclusion that God does not want to make the greatest part of men blessed." Prof. 
Loy brings these thoughts again and again in his article, and we doubt not that he 
considers this his argument the strongest. But, confident as it is advanced, it is also 
void. 

How about in relation to conversion? What moves God to convert a man? His 
mercy and the merit of Christ, these are two very general causes. The mercy of God 
is upon all men alike. Likewise the full merit of Christ is to all men. Yet here we 
cannot speak of the merit of Christ in so far as it is taken in faith. It is only through 
conversion that faith in Christ is wrought; before conversion there is not yet any faith 
that appropriates the merit to itself. Those who are yet to be converted are all in the 
same condition; they are dead in sins. And they are all equally dead in sins. No man 
has a natural disposition to sin before another. 
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They are all enemies of God and his kingdom in their natural state. Yet only a portion 
of those who live under the sound of the gospel are converted. In view of the general 
causes (God's mercy and Christ's merit) and the equal natural depravity of all men, 
this is a peculiarity of conversion. Why then is the greatest part not converted? 
Answer: Because of the wilful and obstinate opposition to the action of the Holy Spirit. 
He who says here that God does not sincerely wish to convert those who remain 
unconverted, not as sincerely as those who are really converted, teaches against the 
clearest passages of Scripture. But why is the other part converted? Must something 
be presupposed in those who are converted, by which they are advantageously 
distinguished from the others, such as a quiet affirmation, or the restraint of wilful 
reluctance? Nothing of the kind! It is only the effect of the Holy Spirit that wanton 
reluctance is refrained from. There is nothing, absolutely nothing, in man himself by 
which he differs advantageously from others, by which he directs the work of 
conversion to himself or keeps it in himself, so that conversion comes about. If this 
doctrine of conversion be held, according to which not a particle of spiritual power is 
presupposed in those who are converted, must we allow ourselves to be led to the 
conclusion that God does not sincerely desire to convert those who are not 
converted? If, then, according to Scripture and confession, we teach that God has 
seen nothing in those who are to be chosen which prompted him to make the choice, 
must we allow ourselves to be burdened with the consequence that we teach that 
God does not earnestly wish to make the non-chosen blessed? especially as it is the 
case that the mystery in conversion coincides with the mystery in election. All that 
Prof. Loy says against our doctrine of election by grace, he must also say against the 
right doctrine of conversion. All the consequences which he charges us with, because 
we presuppose nothing, not even persevering faith, in the elect, he can with the same 
right also charge on those who, in conversion, presuppose nothing good, no quiet 
word of consent, no refraining from wilful resistance of their own strength in the man 
to be converted. We know this language which is now used against us. It is familiar 
to us from the controversy of the synergists against the Concordia formula. Quite the 
same thing that Prof. Loy asserts against us, they have asserted against the authors 
of the Concordia formula. Joachim of Anhalt wrote to William of Hesse on April 20, 
1577: "Thus all who are opposed to this doctrine (of the three causes of conversion), 
and imagine an unknown predestination from various ill-understood loci, must 


confess that the cause of reprobation is sin, and that the cause of reprobation is the 
same as the cause of the reprobate. 
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Is the contempt of the word of God. Therefore they must admit the consequence that, 
on the other hand, those who accept grace (namely, through the facultas se applicandi 


ad gratiam) are chosen, and not those into whom grace is poured, as into empty jars, 
without any movement or consent on their part. For this enthusiasm is contrary to the 
analogy of Scripture, and brings with it innumerable abominations. . . . Now we 
cannot find in the Torgau book at all that this is rightly distinguished with the same 
breadth, because therein it is found, whom God wills to be blessed, to him he gives 
grace to believe. Let them (the authors of the book) answer, why does he not give 


this to all? (respondeant isti, cur non omnibus hoc praestet?)" After it is said that the 


Torgau book is "sibi ipsi mire contrarius" (is in the greatest contradiction with itself *)), 
the Anhaltians make known their resolution to remain with the synergistic "Wittenberg 
schools" and not to enter into the dangerous thoughts de electis sine assensu (that the 
elect are chosen without their consent) (Heppe, Geschichte des deutschen 
Protestantismus, Ill. Beil. p. 383 ff.). We also put here a statement (already given in 
"Lehre und Wehre" 1880, p. 356) by the synergistic Marcus Mening: "As these words 
(of the Concordia formula) 'man behaves in conversion purely passively, reluctantly, 
hostilely,' etc., were never, as far as | know, heard in the church before the times of 
Flacius, so this opinion is also quite foreign and ungodly to Holy Scripture. Just as 
little can | approve the outrageous speeches of those who do not take the liberty of 
asserting that God only chooses some men from eternity to eternal life. 


*) Because the Concordia formula on the one hand says that God earnestly desires to make 
all men blessed, but on the other hand also clearly states that those who become blessed 
become blessed by pure grace, by virtue of the eternal grace of election, and does not resolve 
this apparent contradiction either Calvinistically or synergistically, its presentation has always 
been called confused and confusing. We place here a more recent and recent judgment. Plank 
"History of Protest. Theol. vol. VI. (p. 812, 814) writes: "It is unmistakable in the whole manner in 
which they (the authors of the Concordia formula) treated the article, that they themselves 
entered into the matter (of the election of grace) only with horror. This is most clearly revealed by 
the turns with which they went around the decisive main point in it in a perpetual circle, which 
always kept itself at a certain distance from it. But from these turns it can also be seen very well 
that this main point was no longer obscure and doubtful to them. In the whole execution of the 
article, therefore, there is a confusion of which the writers of the formula are never otherwise 
guilty." Heppe (Die confessionelle Entwicklung der altprotest. Kirche, p. 323), in connection with 
the doctrine of conversion, which is expressed in the Formula of Concord, says: "The only correct 
conclusion hereafter is absolute predestination, which is also once expressed in the Formula of 
Concord, but afterwards again decidedly rejected." This is precisely how our present opponents 
judge our doctrine of predestination. 
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and that not even one of their number could and should be lost by virtue of this 
election alone, but that he has destined the remaining part of the human race to 
eternal damnation, which likewise can and should neither be saved by virtue of this 
predestination. In "Lehre und Wehre" (Doctrine and Defense) it is noted: "Mening 
here dishonestly represents it as if the Concordia formula, in making eternal election 
a cause of blessedness, thereby teaches that election is therefore also a cause of 
damnation." Compare with these pronouncements Prof. L.'s expositions against our 
doctrine, and one will discover the greatest resemblance. Only two things are 
possible. Either Prof. Loy does not know what he is saying, not realizing that the same 
objections which he makes against our doctrine of election may also be made against 
the right doctrine of conversion: or else there is still synergistic and rationalistic leaven 
in him (without his being aware of it), so that he is at bottom angry and grim at the 
fact that some are saved by pure grace, while others are lost through their guilt alone. 

We ask Prof. Loy most earnestly and urgently to reconsider ten times before 
he sets foot in this direction. Not as if we feared his opposition on our behalf. What is 
the present controversy to our persons? But the bride of Christ, who is already 
disgraced enough, suffers when her teachers act carelessly and without 
understanding. And Prof. Loy himself runs the greatest danger here. Let him not 
delude himself that he represents to us the opposition of the later dogmatists against 
the Calvinists. He can easily rid himself of this illusion if he will only consider in a little 
detail what Calvinistic doctrine is, what the doctrine of the later dogmatists is, and 
what our doctrine is. And if the later dogmatists were able, with relative impunity, to 
give the Calvinists, who so grossly deviated from the faith, an incorrect position in the 
doctrine of election, it does not follow from this that our present opponents in the 
struggle against the doctrine of Scripture and the Lutheran confession will also get 
off so lightly. No, the present position of the defenders of the praevisa fide finali, with 
their express denunciation of the proposition given in the Confession, that faith is a 
cause of blessedness and all that belongs to it: this position must and will become 
fatal for them. "Be not deceived; God is not mocked." If they should succeed in 
drawing a larger part of the American Lutheran Church to their side, that - they may 
well consider - would not yet be proof of the correctness of their position. That would 
be out of God's decree, as a punishment for our ingratitude, which, alas, we have so 
grossly blamed ourselves for God's rich blessing. But the 
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Instruments through which God executes his chastisements are therefore not 
excused, and therefore do not remain without punishment. F. P. 


There we have three "elections" already. "In No. 5, "Old and New" brings a 
short article under the heading: "Is the election on the last day an election of grace? 
A number of sayings are quoted which describe the last day as a day of judgment, 
and Christ as the righteous judge who will reward each one according to his deeds. 
Then it goes on to say, "The act of judgment is therefore not an act of grace on the 
part of God, and the election to eternal life on the last day *) is therefore also not an 
election of grace. If this election is regarded as a part of the whole counsel of God, 
it may be called in this respect an act of grace; but if this act is regarded in and of 
itself as an independent act, it is not an act of grace, but, as the Scriptures call it, an 
act of judgment. This election to eternal life is not an election of grace, but an act of 
judgment. If anyone likes to call this synergism, he is judging the Scriptures." - This, 
however, would have to be a strange enthusiast who finds synergism in it, when it is 
said that God will judge righteously at the last day according to the works of each 
one. We do not know whether a Lutheran ever had such an idea. Nor would he be 
in his right mind who would assert of this "election" of the last day that it is a cause 
of faith and of all spiritual blessings in general, which are granted to the Christian in 
time. But why on earth should the act of God's judgment on the last day be called an 
"election"? Is it so called in the Bible passages cited? Not at all. Now it is not in itself 
reprehensible to express a doctrine in terminis which are not given in Scripture. But 


cui bono, we ask here. This terminology can only serve to cause confusion. Now our 
counterpart has spoken of three "choices." First, in a "certain sense" all men are 
elected; secondly, in anticipation of their persevering faith, the persevering faithful 
are elected; thirdly, at the last day those who have done good in their lives will be 
elected to eternal life by the judgment of the Judge. Now one should at least always 
specify exactly which of the three elections one is talking about or wants to talk about. 
They may be numbered and designated I., Il., Ill. By the way, No. Ill is only a 
consequent development of No. II. For if election begins after God has seen who will 
persevere in faith to the end, then election has to do with faith and with faith in 
general. 


*) Underlined by us. 
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The election is the judgment of the last day, made in eternity before the foundation 
of the world. Election is the judgment of the last day, made in eternity, before the 
foundation of the world. God sees all men before Him and what they have done to 
the end of their lives. Some have come to adoption through faith, and have kept the 
faith of sanctification to the end; others, on the contrary, have continued in sin and 
unbelief. Now the former God chooses by judgment to eternal life. We have nothing 
more to say against this than that this is called "election," the election of which the 
Scriptures speak, Rom. 8, Eph. 1, 2 Thess. 2, 1 Pet. 1, etc. But how does this concept 
fit in with what God calls "election? But how do the statements of Scripture, "Election 
to holiness (Eph. 1:4), to filiation (v. 5), to obedience, and to the sprinkling of the 
blood of Christ (1 Pet. 1:2)," fit in with this concept of election? According to this 
concept of election, God already sees the fact before Him that someone has 
remained in justification, in childship, in sanctification until the end, and then He still 
chooses him for justification (sprinkling of the blood of Christ), for childship, for 
sanctification? It is clear that everything becomes confused when one begins to apply 
the theory of the foreknowledge of persevering faith. The confusion is always 
somewhat covered up by the fact that one often leaves persevering faith in his 
thoughts and simply employs faith. But only the steady employment of persevering 
faith is in the spirit of the theory. F.P. 


(Submitted.) 
For the right understanding of Ephesians 1. 


It is acknowledged that Romans 8 and Ephesians 1 are the most distinguished 
loci classici for the doctrine of election by grace. In the recent publications of this 
journal, treating of the scriptural statements on the article in dispute, the chief 
emphasis has been laid on Rom. 8, 29. The omissions of the opponents concerning 
the "foreknowledge," Tpoéyvw, will also render further discussion of this contested 
punct necessary. There is, of course, little prospect of an understanding being 
reached with the opposite party. If the author of the articles on Rom. 8, 29. in this 
year's volume of "Altes und Neues" almost entirely ignores*) the reasons adduced by 
our side, taken from the usage and connection of the passages of Scripture in 
question; if the same one, with admirable threefoldness, has not yet come to an 
understanding with the other party, then he will have to be careful. 


*) The editor of "Old and New" writes, e.g., p. 70: "It is true that our opponents say here 
that knowing or recognizing God involves an ‘act of the will’. 
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He disregards obvious facts and truths, when, for instance, he sets aside the 
generally accepted usage of language, defended even by the exegetes and 
dogmatists of the seventeenth century, and summarily denies that with ytyvooyew, 
mpoynpwoyelv (Erkennen, 
To speak with the ancients, a nasse nosse cum affectu et effectu, i.e., a loving, effective 
recognition, could also be meant, if he does not allow himself to be persuaded that 
Luther intended to imply a "foreknowledge beforehand" with his translation 
"previously provided," if he does not want to concede that the concordia formula 
means the "foreknowledge beforehand. 
mpoéyvo Rom. 8, 29. as an act of will, and rendered it praedestinatio, electio 

- thus he destroys the common ground of all prosperous disputation, thus he 
precludes all possibility of meeting him with reasons. Let us now disregard Romans 
8, and bring out the other place of proof, Ephesians 1, and examine shortly whether 
our present interpretation of the striking words of Scripture is shaken by the remarks 
interspersed in the above-mentioned articles of "Old and New" and referring to them. 

We confine ourselves this time to two points, to a renewed discussion of the 
term xx avta, i.e. xx Xpiotw, "in Christ," Eph. 1, 4, and to a renewed exposition of the 
connection of the thoughts in Eph. 1, 3-14. Here we do not wish to repeat all that has 
been said before, but to presuppose and supplement it. It should also be noted that 
the editor of "Old and New" does not make the slightest attempt to clarify and refute 
the earlier given reasoning of our interpretation. 
1. As far aS xx Xxxxxx is concerned, Prof. Schmidt, p. 42, comments on it 
thus: "Eph. 1, 4. 'in Christ’ should not really mean ‘in Christ’, whereby the contrast 
between ‘being invented in Christ’ and 'being invented outside of Christ' comes into 
consideration (Rom. 8, 1, 6, 11): ‘being found in Christ' and .being found outside of 
Christ’ comes into consideration (Rom. 8, 1. 6, 11. 2 Cor. 5, 17. Phil. 3, 9.), but it is 
to be ‘for Christ's sake' and 'referring only to the merit of Christ acquired, but not to 
that taken in faith." And p. 74. he concludes his brief exposition of Eph. 1, 4. with the 
words summarizing the foregoing 


In such passages ‘knowing, knowing before’ is supposed to mean ‘loving, knowing before’. But 
this is nothing but an assertion." Apart from the fact that this assertion of ours is not quite 
accurately stated, our opponent passes over with silence the proofs which we have adduced in 
the articles in question for our assertion from the use of language and from the whole context of 
the passages of Scripture under discussion. He had to see so much from our publications and 
admit so much that we had tried to prove. And it was now his duty to examine these our reasons 
and proofs and, if possible, to invalidate them. Of course it is much more convenient to dismiss 
the opponents with the brief words, "This is nothing but an assertion!" 
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Thus Paul's word ‘in Christ' retains its ordinary, natural meaning, and tells us that we, 
standing in fellowship with him through faith in Christ, are foreknown in Christ and so 
chosen in him. But to explain the ‘in Christ' freshly by ‘for Christ's sake,’ but without 
foreseen communion of faith with him, is an arbitrary way out, invented for the sake 
of one's preconceived opinion, contrary to the clear usage of the sacred Scriptures." 
This, then, is the opinion, and ought to be St. Paul's opinion: first, God has known us 
to be in Christ, and to be in communion with him through faith, and as such has 
chosen us. This interpretation alone is to do justice to the expression xx Xpiotw, "in 
Christo," the preposition "in." One already leaves the "ordinary, natural" meaning of 
xx, if one understands and renders it otherwise than with the German ratio word "in," 
i. e., "in the circumference of another, in communion with another," (- "to be found in 
Christ"). 

Here, first of all, a general grammatical remark, which, in itself self-evident, 
seems necessary for the sake of the foregoing. The Greek preposition, like all 
prepositions, originally denoted a local, temporal relationship, but was then 
transferred to spiritual relationships as well, and acquired such a broad meaning that 
in German we cannot cover these manifold conceptual nuances with one and the 
same word. The concept that the Greek, and especially the Hellenist, to whom the 
Hebrew 2 is synonymous, associates with this very preposition is much broader than 
the sense and understanding that underlie the German ratio word "in. If we want to 
meet the sense and the opinion of the Greek, we must very often render the Greek 
preposition with other German relationship words than with "in. Now, is it really Prof. 
Schmidt's serious opinion that one departs from the "ordinary, natural opinion" if one 
translates other than with "in"? Does not this assertion, which sounds all too clearly 
from the words just quoted from "Old and New," amount to sheer nonsense? Does 
Prof. Schmidt, e. g., Matth. 7, 6. want to translate the Greek words 9.-7m<> te 


YaTAnAtnowaT abtov¢ t Vv ToI¢ Zoiv avtev, which Luther has quite correctly and exactly 
translated, "lest they trample the same with their feet," thus rather to translate and 
clarify, "in their feet"? Or is Luc. 1, 51. Luther's translation: "He exercises violence 
with his arm" inaccurate? Does the Greek really think of the év Bpayiovt avzoi as "in 
the circumference, in the fellowship of his arm"? If the Canon is correct, which assigns 
to the xx only the one meaning "in," then Prof. Schmidt must also be consistent, and, 
for example, the preposition uTU, even where it stands with the passive, must 
stubbornly stick to the original meaning "among." Then the New Testament 
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The Greek lexicographer would save the lexicographer the trouble of registering the 
different meanings of one and the same preposition, and would do better always to 
"stick to the word" and to note: means "in", nothing more - in b-0: v70 means "under", 
nothing more. Admittedly the Greek grasps and thinks of the various meanings and 
conceptual nuances of sv as a unity; this applies to him as if it were now called yata- 


atstv b toic noatv ober éya év abtoic xai ov b éuoi' but we in the German 

have just no preposition which entirely coincided with, which embraced so many and 
manifold relations, as the Greek word xx. Our "in" corresponds to it only in many, not 
in all cases. Especially if we wish to represent the Greek's opinion exactly, we must 
more often translate it with other prepositions than "in". Thus by gar is often 
introduced the means and instrument of which the subject makes use in an action. 
The concept of the word xx is just so broad and general that it also includes this 
relation. In the latter case we cannot help ourselves but use the prepositions 
"through," "with," "by means of. Only then does the Canon established by Prof. 
Schmidt remain in force, when we say, "means s" and nothing more, and we must 
remain exactly with the term. This Canon has not been denied by our interpretation 
of Eph. 1, 4. 

It is now further inquired how, in what way, Prof. Schmidt derived this opinion 
of his above from the Greek words ya? écedicato nudc b abty, "as he hath chosen 
us then in him," or brings it into the same. He has not clearly stated how he construes 
the words grammatically. However, the interpretation given above, that we are found 
in Christ, recognized as standing in fellowship with Christ through faith, and thus 
chosen, demands the connection of avtw with ndc: "God has chosen us, us who 
are in Christ, us who are joined to Christ, as such recognized by God. We, we stand 
before God's face as being in Christ, and as such God has chosen us." By this 
interpretation the relation of the b avtw to the predicate é¢e/é€ato is excluded. For that 
election, this eternal act of God, was decided in Christ, was accomplished in Christ, 
is indeed a very different thought from that which was brought out in "Old and New," 
that we, being in Christ by faith, are decided in him. But now we repeat what we 
emphasized before, that that former construction, according to which &* avto 
becomes apposition to, is linguistically impossible, that in this case it should have 


been called tov b avtw or &* avtw ovrac.*) 


*It is true that in the New Testament, as in classical Greek, the article is often missing 
where it should be expected. But these cases are limited. Thus the article is sometimes missing 
in adverbial clauses introduced with prepositions, even when they are attached to an adjective 


or noun, even a noun normed by the article, e. g. Eph. 4, 1. 0 Liguias ev Kuopio. 
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Of course, this difficulty is of so little concern to our opponent that he does not even 
consider it worth mentioning and discussing. He makes himself more comfortable 
and refers to such passages as Rom. 8, 1, 6, 11, etc., in which there is indisputable 
mention of the communion of Christians with Christ. He might here, with as much 
semblance, resort to the tactics which he brought into use in his attack on our 
interpretation of Rom. 8:29. As there he has accumulated a mass of such passages 
from the Bible, in which ytyvooxsw occurs used of mere knowing, perceiving, so here 
he might fill ten pages and more with such sayings, in which Xpiote, "in Christo," 
points to the communion of Christians with Christo. It is, indeed, often said of 
Christians that their doing, suffering, going forth, speaking, thinking, resolving b 
Xplota, "in Christo," takes place, i. e., that they do, suffer, speak, think, etc., in 
communion with Christo, as Christians. But the question is, whether this usage of 
language suffers also to be applied to Eph. 1:4. And there we answer with a decided 
"No." For the connection of the < wt with the mere personal pronoun, nude, is 
inadmissible. If, on the other hand, it be rightly construed, "God hath chosen us in 
Christ," écelécato & avtd, we gain only the idea that the election, an act of God, was 
done in Christ. 

According to this latter, only permissible relation, the expression xx abtw says 
that God has chosen us in Christ, that the election took place in Christ. We do not 
object to the translation "in Christo," but must then admit that this use of the German 
preposition "in" is a Graecism and Hebraism which has passed into the German 
biblical language. If we ask more closely what relation is expressed by this very "in 
Christo," xx Xpiot, we can only answer with Luther: God has chosen us through the 
same, through Christum. The v. 4. is parallel to the xx Xpiota v. 3. But v. 3. the apostle 
evidently means to say, that all spiritual blessings come to us through 


But such a noun or adjective then contains a term which is capable of an adverbial determination. 
Nowhere do the New Testament grammarians and lexicographers record an example of the kind 
that an adverbial clause without an article was added to a mere personal pronoun, which only 
points to a person without saying anything about his nature. Cf. Winer p. 123 ff., Buttmann p. 80 
ff. But in the New Testament we find such connections, in which an adjective or participle, or an 
adjectival determination, provided with the article, is excluded as an apposition to a personal 


pronoun, e. g. Eph. 5, 33: vuleic ol cai’ eva; Eph. 4, 1: €/@ 6 déo,0c, 

Eph. 1:12.: nudc tove mpondmixotac; ; 1 Thess. 4:15.: nptc of Cdvtec. Or the 

Apposition is marked as such by the participle of eivai: Eph. 2,1: updg Ovrac vexpovs. Cf. still 
Rom. 8, 1. 4. Thus we see here the in the class. 


Greek valid rule followed: "With the article, adjectives are also added to a personal pronoun as 
an apposition." Kriger, Syntax p. 110. 
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Christ is imparted to us. In the same way, v. 6 says that God has pardoned and 
justified us in the Beloved, i.e., that justification and pardon are imparted to us through 
Christ. But if it be further inquired how far spiritual blessing, election, justification, is 
imparted to us through Christ, the answer is, that Christ, as Redeemer, has justly 
merited for us all temporal and eternal grace. And so factually "through Christ" is as 
much as "for Christ's merit, for Christ's sake." If other interpreters, as Meyer, HarleB, 
find by the preposition xx direct, immediately implied the ground of divine blessing, 
election, justification, this meaning also by no means contradicts the exact literal 
sense of the particle xx. Compare the lexicons! We dispense with the trouble of 
repeating here the deduction of the meaning "through," per, "by means of," given in 
the August, 1880, issue, pp. 229 and 230. Our opponent has not touched the same 
with the slightest word, but by saying "to explain the 'in Christo’ freshly by ‘for Christ's 
sake' ... is an arbitrary way out," &c., as if with a great leap he passed over it. That 
we have explained xx Xpiaty freshly, i. e. yet without explanation and reasoning, by 
"for Christ's sake," is a simple falsehood; and to the judgment that we have "invented 
this way out ourselves contrary to the clear usage of the sacred Scriptures," he is only 
justified when he has removed from the way that proof which we have given from the 
usage of the sacred Scriptures. Incidentally, in this interpretation of ours we agree 
not only with the more recent exegetes, such as Meyer, HarleB, but also with the most 
renowned exegetes and dogmatists of the seventeenth century. Gerhard, Quenstedt, 
Calov, Bayer, Dannhauer, Hollaz, &c., explain the preposition xx Eph. 1, 3. 4. 6. with 
did, per, propter, and justify with the xx Xpiare v. 4. the proposition that Christ is the 


causa meritoria or causa impulsiva externa or fundamentum of election. Only even such 
dogmatists, who construe and translate correctly, speak again as if "us as being in 
Christ" were written. That the Concordia formula also represents just this view of ours 
needs no proof. Cf. Muller, Symbol. Books, p. 554. 

One will therefore not get over Luther's translation and explanation, "as he has 
chosen us through him. Of course, the dogmatists of the seventeenth century did not 
read the "foreknowledge of faith" out of the words xx xxxx, "in him," but they attached 
it to these words, to the expression "through him," without any reason in the text. We 
stand by the assertion that it is "registration" to insert a term into the text of the Bible 
which has no support whatsoever in any word of the text. Since there is nothing to be 
done with the xx xxxx, "in him," on this side, so 
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it is quite incomprehensible with what right one inserts "faith" into any other word of 
the text, into the word "election" or "Christ. This is surely not a statement of the Holy 
Spirit, but a human interpretation of one's own, when Christ, only in so far as he is 
grasped in faith, is made the ground and foundation of election. Does anyone really 
dare to say that to xx xxxxxx anywhere, 

where it more closely defines an act of God, must be added to it by the affecting 
faith? When it is said in Col. 1:16, avtw éytiok 1 ta-avta, "by him all things were 
created," then this excludes all faith from what God has done through Christ. Did our 
faith somehow concur in the creation of the world? Or does faith first make this act 
of God its own? When the apostle Eph. 1:19, 20 says: "We believe according to the 
working of his mighty power, which he wrought in Christ, that is, through Christ," the 
term "faith" is likewise to be entirely separated from the term "through Christ. 
Otherwise the absurd thought would arise: through Christ taken in faith God works 
faith! So xx Xpiot@ means nothing more, and in itself can mean nothing more, than 
"through Christum." And Eph. 1, 4. does not offer the slightest handicap for the 
addition of the term "faith." Of course we do not exclude faith from election; what 
position the same occupies in election is evident from the purpose of “sat, and 
poopioas. 

Perhaps a right instinct determined our opponent to connect 7 ac apt. For 
from the sentence, "God hath chosen us as being in Christ," the faith foreseen is still 
more readily to be extracted, than from the sentence, "God hath chosen us through 
Christ." For if instead of this the words are used, "God hath chosen us through Christ 
taken by faith," we have always first an election by faith, and it requires a second 
addition and registration to incorporate the foreseen faith into the election of God. 
The sentence, "God hath chosen us by faith," at first, since election is an act of God, 
only gives the sense that God has chosen us by faith, which He Himself set in and 
with this act. But only faith foreknown, preceding election, fits the theory of our 
opponents. It must be admitted that this last purpose is better served by the 
linguistically impossible construction of the words than by the proper connection of 
them, and we therefore understand why our opponent clings so tenaciously to the 
"in," "in," "in Christ." 

But one may read the foreseen, previous faith out of the words of the apostle 
in this or that way: this addition not only has no support in the text, but contradicts 
the context. For what has God given us according to Eph. 1, 4. 5. 
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chosen and ordained by Christ? To childship, to sanctification. The thought that God 
makes believers children, that he gives power to those who believe in the name of 
Jesus Christ to become God's children, is far removed from the whole context, and 
yet can only be wrested by force from the simple words, "God hath chosen and 
ordained us through Christ to be his children. Those who put faith before election, 
and yet take filiation, sanctification, as the purpose of election, tear closely connected 
terms out of each other. In the field of scriptural explanation there is no 
mathematically compelling proof. Whoever lets the words of the apostle Eph. 1, 4-6. 
quietly sink in and thinks about the intention of the Holy Spirit, will not hear this 
opinion: God chose us through Christ before the foundation of the world, and 
ordained that we should become his children through faith, and that we should walk 
holy and blameless before him in love, as his faithful and pleasing children, and thus 
glorify his glorious grace for time and eternity. Consider further: only foreseen 
persevering faith fits into the theory of our adversaries. First "faith," then "foreknowing 
faith," finally "foreknowing persevering faith," is entered into the text. And now look 
thereupon again at the apostle's statement! So the persevering faithful - so our 
opponents let St. Paulum speak - those foreknown as such God chooses to filiation, 
to justification, to sanctification! So first persevering faith, then justification and 
sanctification! It would be difficult to cause greater, grosser confusion of terms.”*) It 
would be still more advisable, with some dogmatists of the seventeenth century, to 
understand filiation of the future child's inheritance, which really has persevering faith 
as a prerequisite. But this is opposed by the elc avrvv v. 5, "against himself," by which 
a filial relationship is signified, and sanctification v. 4 would still lag behind 
perseverance. 

Out of this labyrinth, into which "foreknown, prior persevering faith" leads, 
there is only a twofold way out, either the doctrine we defend-or the view remotely 
suggested on page 58 of "Old and New:" "The children of promise, who by grace, 
etc., let themselves be made righteous and blessed, God has foreknown them." If, 
however, the matter be so conceived, that God first assigns in advance who will be 
justified and saved by his word, who will admit of his grace, and then those who, in 
the case of 


*According to the exegesis of the opponents, the following order of thought results: First, 
God foreknew persevering faith and then ordained these persevering believers 1) to life 
obedience, 2) to justification! 
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Which he can expect success, destined for filiation and bliss, then all will be clear 
and light! But what perspective is opened with this way out? 

2. Concerning the second point, the connection of the whole passage, only a 
short supplement to what has already been said. Put together the expressions in 
which the apostle describes the present blessing of Christianity, and the others in 
which he gives the purpose of election, and you will find quite identical statements. 
We Christians are blessed and pardoned, justified, possessing all wisdom, prudence, 
w. 3. 7-9. To the blessed Christians now also belong the Gentiles, who have heard 
and believed the gospel of their blessedness, and confidently expect the heavenly 
inheritance, vv. 13. 14. And now these Christians are to know that they were chosen 
before the foundation of the world to filial piety, to sanctification, to the praise of the 
glorious grace of God. Does not the apostle evidently intend to prove that the whole 
blessing of Christianity, our whole salvation in time and eternity, rests on the eternal 
election of God, inasmuch as we are ordained by Christ to be all that we are now, 
and all that we shall be? Salvation, Christianity, appears here as a whole, as a 
continuum, and the apostle says that this whole salvation, which we now have and 
hope to attain, is intended for us by God from eternity for Christ's sake. How arbitrary, 
what forcible interference with the Apostle's order of thought, when one piece, 
persevering faith, is plucked out of this whole, and set before the choice! *) Again, we 
beseech all fair-minded men to inquire into the meaning of the Holy Ghost. Are we 
not speaking rightly of the election of grace, when we say, on the basis of Ephesians 
1, that we Christians, with St. Paul, praise and extol God for the great grace which 
he has bestowed on us through Christ, for all salvation in time and eternity? And this 
blessing that is before our eyes is not a sham or a deception. No, our salvation, our 
Christianity, rests on an eternal foundation. We should know that God has ordained 
us from eternity for Christ's sake to all these things. 


*In this context the apostle speaks to Christians and of Christians and does not speak of 
unbelievers and those who believe in the times. In other places, e.g. 2 Thess. 2, he contrasts the 
elect, whom God has chosen to salvation in the sanctification of the Spirit and in the faith of the 
truth, with those who do not believe the truth and are lost because of their unbelief. This is how 
we Christians look at the matter and ought to look at it: The salvation which has befallen us, and 
which we hope for, we attribute to the grace of God and to eternal election. If, on the other hand, 
we think of others who have lost this salvation, we know that they themselves have wilfully 
forfeited the salvation which God has earnestly intended for them and earnestly offers them, and 
are therefore condemned because of their unbelief. And let us be warned by the latter, and take 
heed lest we fall into the same example of unbelief. 
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has. What we are and have as Christians, and what we will be and have. For this 
very thing we praise and glorify God, that he has already made our salvation secure 
for us in eternity. For the rest, as long as we walk in this world, let us take care to 
live holy and blameless before God in love, since we have been chosen for this very 
purpose, and let us go joyfully toward the certain blessedness that has already been 
granted us in eternity and sealed for us by the Holy Spirit; we are already singing 
the praises of God's glorious grace that will continue for eternity. G. St. 


(Submitted. ) 


A few more notes on "Old and New". 


"Old and New" continues, in the numbers published since the March issue of 
"Lehre und Wehre," to labor in vain to prove that the ou mpoéyvw Rom. 8, 29. can 
mean nothing but, "which he foreknew by the characteristic of persevering faith." 
Unfortunately, the articles in question are again seasoned with sneering outbursts 
against Missouri, with suspicions and distortions of our doctrine. We are to teach a 
"twofold profession of grace," "one of which bears the important (distinguishing) 
honorific title of 'vigorous."" The "kernel and star" of the Missourian doctrine of 
election by grace is said to be this, that while God offers his grace to many, he 
extends it to few. According to our doctrine, only the offering of grace is supposed 
to follow from the general will of grace, but not the grace itself which is effective for 
salvation. Is this called objectivity, or even conscientiousness, to impute doctrines to 
the adversary which have never entered his mind? How often are we Missourians to 
declare that we have never taught the monstrosities which are outed to us, but have 
always rejected and condemned them as heretical errors! We confess that it seems 
to us as if they did not want to understand and correctly present our doctrine, 
because they once presumed to brand the representatives of it as Calvinistic 
heretics before the whole church. God grant that we may be mistaken in this 
suspicion. But we earnestly and urgently entreat our opponents, that, when they 
contend against us, they may remember, among other things, God's word in Psalm 
15! *) 


*Just now, after this article was already written, No. 6 of "A. u. N." comes to our hands. The 
whole number is again filled with unscrupulous, frivolous distortions and falsifications of our 
doctrine! Our opponents want to teach people to be frightened so that they will turn their backs 
on Missouri, and to this end they are freshly fantasizing about it. God have mercy! 
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But to the point. It is, first, to show that the proof adduced by "Old and New" for 
his exegesis of Rom. 8, 29. from the explanation of the Greek word yiwvaoyetv is totally 
abortive. Professor Schmidt first drags up a mass of sayings to prove his assertion 
that yw@oyetv in the sacred Scriptures always means a "discerning perceiving." Now 
we do not want to make much of the fact that in doing so the little mishap happened 
to him of citing also such sayings in which not even the slightest trace of the word 
yivwoxelv is to be discovered. E. g. Joh. 1, 26. (Sv ojeic ovy oldate, "whom ye know 
not.") 1, 30. (xayw ovy ndelv avtov, "| knew him not"). Such oversights are, after all, 
human, if not exactly necessary. But it is really more than naive to maintain seriously 
that yivwoxelv, both in reference to things and in reference to persons, - when it is 
said of God, no less than when men are the subject, - always means " know n " by 
characteristics. However, - we have never denied this, - yiwwoxelv may now and then 
be translated " to perceive," " to come to the understanding," etc. To yap yvoval 
émiotiuny mov dae éotiy *) - says Plato. And human cognition, as distinguished from 
the cognition of God, can, indeed, arise only from inwardly or outwardly perceptible, 


from objects which are sensible, and per species intdligibiles, as the ancients say. But 
whether in a scriptural passage any emphasis is laid on this self-evident fact, this is 
not to be discerned from the word yivwoyelv in itself, but only from the connection, 
from the context in which it stands. Thus, for instance, the passages Joh. 13, 35. 
Match. 12, 33. Marc. 5, 29. clearly show that here, however, a distinguishing 
perception is spoken of. But the word yivwoyelv here also by no means implies this 
emphasis of discerning. 

In other places the meaning "discerning perceive" is virtually excluded. 
Proverbs, such as Act. 21, 37. Luc. 18, 34. Eph. 3, 19. etc., in which the purely formal 
meaning of "yivwoxelv" is obvious, we will not even urge. But take, e. g., 1 John 4:8: 
"He that loveth not knoweth not God"- oux éyva tov & €6y, literally, "He hath not known 
God." Is this to say, that the loveless man knows nothing of God, whereby he 
distinguishes Him from others? So we should have to say, if Prof. Schmidt were right. 
We think that the falsity of such an exegesis is readily seen. The apostle rather simply 
wants to express the thought: As only the lover knows God (v. 7), i. e., has the 
experiential knowledge of God's essence, that He is love, so, on the contrary, the 
nonlove has no knowledge of God. 


*) "To recognize’ means: 'to gain insight of something’." 
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If a man who loves God does not know Him, he has no inward communion with Him, 
and therefore has nothing in Him. Or consider passages such as Joh. 1, 10. : KOoyvOSG 
avtov oby eyvw = "The world hath not known Him," Joh. 17, 3.: "But this is life eternal, 


that they know Thee ...."- autr dé éotiv 7 ai@viog Can, Eva yivwoyovaty oe ytd. u. a. St. 
m., namely, in John. We shall not, | hope, be expected to grasp the yivwoyelv in 
these passages as "discerning perceiving." It is evident, "to know God" means: to 
come to know Him so thoroughly that one unites Him with oneself, becomes one with 
Him, and stands in the true relation to Him, thus experiencing Him, believing in Him, 
loving Him. For true cognition always takes place only when the cognizer immerses 
himself, as it were, in the object of his cognition, gives himself to it in order to take it, 
experience it, and make it the content of his own life. This, therefore, is also the full 
value of the word yivwoyelv. One should be entitled to expect that it would not occur 
to a philologically educated man to deny this. The Lutheran exegetes of the 
seventeenth century, to whom our opponents are otherwise so fond of referring, do 
not deny it. Polycarp Leyser, the co-author of the Gospel Harmony, e. g., remarks on 
John 10:14, 15: "Cognoscere non nudam notitiam significat, sed simul diligentem curam, 
custodiam comprehendit; non affectum tantum denotat, sed effectum "*) (Harm. ev. e. 94. f. 
m. 1239). On the same passage Erasmus Schmidt writes: "yiwwwoxw = ego cum 


affectu amoris agnosco mea tamquam ad me pertinentia. "**) (N. T. f. 704 sq.). And by Er. 
Schmidt on Luc. 16, 4. develops the meanings of yivwoyelv, quite admirably, he says 
under No. 11.: ytyv. = ,,agnosco cum acceptatione vel consensu vel approbatione, 
recognizing, accepting" (I. c. f. 585). Christian Stock at last says of yivwoyelv: "7. 
Metonymice praeter notitiam connotat varios motus, effectus et affectus, qui notitiam 
consequuntur.... 12. connotat fidem et fiduciam in hominibus fide salvifica praeditis" +) 
(Clavis N. T. p. 246). 

But what Prof. Schmidt's new little exegetical finding is all about, he himself 
shows by a quite exquisite example, which we most gratefully accept. In support of 
his argument against us he refers to Matth. 7, 23. York says the divine Judge to the 
hypocrites: "I have never known you" - 871 ovdénote eyvov Huas. 


*) "Cognoscere does not denote a mere perceiving, but at the same time comprehends 
loving concern, protection; it signifies not only an affect, but also the effect." 


**) "| acknowledge mine with the affect of love as belonging to me." 
t) "Metonymically, it denotes, besides perceiving, various movementsm, affecte, and 
effecte which follow perceiving.... 12. it denotes faith and confidence m people who are endowed 
with the beatific faithm." 
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In the parallel passage Luc. 13, 27. cited by Mr. Prof. Schmidt, it is said, "| know you 
not - <> vy <>Jda buac - whence ye are." 

Both times, as we of course do not deny for a moment, the ungodly hypocrites are 
spoken of, who go to hell for the sake of their unbelief. eyvwv and oUa we translate 
literally by "to know," respectively, "to know," not, as we are imputed, by "to love,” "to 
choose." We know well that yiwaoxsiv means neither "love" nor "choose" per se, nor 
even "acknowledge" without further ado. But neither, much less, does it mean "to 
know in distinguishing characteristics." Suppose it had this meaning Matt. 7:23. What 
then would be the meaning of this passage? The HEART then said to the ungodly 
hypocrites whom He condemns: | have never known you by that characteristic which 
distinguishes you from right Christians, unbelief-and yet | condemn you! A meaning 
that is truly more than nonsense. Hopefully Prof. Schmidt will see that. So it will have 
to remain, then, that the Lord in those passages with the eyvwv and olda simply 
means to say this. He had never had even the remotest connection with those 
hypocrites, there had never been a moment when He could have recognized them as 
His own, He was quite a stranger to them, - all, of course, through their own fault. 

The proof of the untenability, the bottomless absurdity of Prof. Schmidt's view 
could, of course, be given by many other passages from God's Word. The foregoing, 
however, will suffice our readers, as far as the verbum simplex ywaoyet is concerned. 
They perceive that the editor of "A. and N." is in error in his assertion, and falsely 
represents it as truth. 

Of course, he applies his little finger to the compound ~po- yivaayerv. For to prove 
that this word, as often as it occurs, means "to foresee by distinguishing 
characteristics," is indeed his main interest. He cites to the end 2 Pet. 3, 17. Act. 26, 
4.5. Rom. 11, 2. 1 Pet. 1, 20. and 1 Pet. 1, 1. 2. in which passages ~poyivacyely, 
™poyveoic is used, and finally applies the result of his exegetical investigation to Rom. 


8, 29. That in the two former sayings "tpoywaoyeu" is equivalent to "knowing before," 
"knowing from before," none of ours has ever denied. Prof. Schmidt might have 
spared himself the trouble of furnishing the same with a maliciously ridiculous 
Commentary, which is supposed to represent the Missourian explanation, but which 
no sensible man had hitherto hit upon. What we have asserted is simply this, that in 
the last-mentioned three sayings Tpovivwoxeiv, 7pdyvwoic¢ does not mean "to foreknow 
by features," "a foreknowledge by features," but can mean precisely nothing else than 
"to foreknow." We 
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We do not impose a new, strange meaning on the Greek word, nor do we leave the 
actual literal sense of the word. The combination of words and the context in those 
passages only demands a different translation than in 2 Pet. 3, 17. and Act. 26, 5. 
The Greek, according to the connection in which it stands, connects several ideas 
with the one word, which we Germans must render with different words. The 
connection in which the Greek word stands, therefore, decides which German is the 
adequate one. We place great weight on the fact that in all three passages, just as 
in Romans 8:29, the foreknowledge of God is stated. 

Let us then first look a little more closely at Rom. 11:2. The apostle says: "God 


hath not cast away his people, whom he hath before ordained."-11p “tyvw = whom he 
hath before known. Prof. Schmidt translates, "which He knew before," and explains 
this, "God also foreknew in Israel according to the flesh the true believers, and 
acknowledged them to be His believing children." First, it is to be noticed here that 
already the aorist Il: ~p "éyvw excludes this translation and explanation. To express 
knowing and knowledge, which is, after all, a state of affairs, the Apostle should have 
made use of the perfect noun xxxxxxxxxx. Cf. 1 John 2:3 (xxxxxxx auTov, Luther: 


"we know him"), John 17:7 (y~>vi'pvwyay, Luther: "now they know"), etc. St. m. That 
he uses the aorist clearly shows that he is speaking of a once momentary Thun of 
God. See Winer, Gramm, d. Neutestam. Sprachidioms, p. 248; Buttmann, Griech. 
Gramm., p. 411. - But then it is well to observe that the apostle evidently intends to 
establish by the relative clause ( “v zpoéyvw) why God could not possibly have cast 
off his people. "God's people" is, of course, the bodily Israel, to which Paul also 
belongs, (v. 1.) *), - not, however, the stiff-necked, gainsaying Israel, but the survivor 
who has not bowed his knees to Baal, i.e., the "election," v. 7. This his people God 
has "provided beforehand." If this were to say, God had seen it before, known it by 
signs,-there would be no probative force in the saying at all. Or what guarantee could 


*) Prof. Schmidt has grossly misunderstood Fr. St6ckhardt when he imputes to him the 
silly assertion that "every Jew is predestined to blessedness". Father St6éckhardt simply shares 
the opinion of many, especially newer exegetes, that Rom. 11, 1. 2. does not speak of the 
election to blessedness as well as of the acceptance of Israel as a covenant people. Whether 
his view is the right one, we will not examine now. We incline to the supposition that already B. 


2. the ikAoyrh - the "election" - is meant. But in the version of the term Tpoytvoaktiv there 


is nevertheless no difference between Mr. P. Stéckhardt and our little one. And finally we both 
arrive at the same result. 
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by God's foreknowledge that Israel would be his people, be given for the fact that 
God had not cast them off? Could God not also have foreseen that they would fall 
away again? It all depends on Israel remaining God's people, that is, persevering in 
the faith. But there is not a word of this in the text. Then Prof. Schmidt's translation 
immediately gives rise to the thought that Israel had become God's people through 
itself and had come to believe in the promise, and that God had only foreseen that 
it would some day manifest itself as such, - more nearly, that God had foreknown 
that it would allow itself to be made its faithful people, by "behaving" purely passively, 
for instance, in the conversion, i. e., by voluntarily giving up the resistance of its own 
strength. But the apostle evidently lays every stress on the fact that Israel did not 
become God's people of itself, by its own strength and self-made passivity in 
conversion, as if for its own sake it could not be cast out, - but that this was 
exclusively God's eternal work, God's free grace in Christ, which, however, cannot 
"lack" nor be overthrown. We therefore maintain that Tpogyvw has here (as Rom. 8, 
29.) the same full meaning which the verbum simplex (xxxxxxxx) exhibits in such 
passages as 1 Cor. 8, 3. Gal. 4, 9. 2 Tim. 2, 19. Before Israel was - this is what the 
apostle wants to say - God took it into his knowledge and took it into thought, 
"considered it in grace." It now appears in time as the realization of God's eternally 
loving knowledge, which came into being without its (Israel's) actions and behavior 
and by virtue of which Israel cannot become a people that has ceased to be God's 
people. 

In 1 Pet. 1, 20. (who, it is true, was provided before - mposyvaopévoc - "before 
the foundation of the world was laid," etc.) Christ, according to Prof. Schmidt's 
explanation, is therefore said to be the mposyvwoutvoc of God, i. e. i.e., the one 
"foreknown" as "not yet revealed" World Saviour and Son of God, because*) - God 
had already from eternity regarded Christ's sacrifice as "accomplished and 
acknowledged it as valid in advance"! Rhyme these two statements, who can. If 
TIPOEyVWOLEVOG means the foreknown, it cannot mean the before recognized, and 
vice versa. Either the Apostle means to say, Christ did not appear without God's 
foreknowing (nota bene by certain distinguishing marks!) that he would appear,-and 
this the Apostle certainly does not mean to say,-or his opinion is, that Christ was 
already before the foundation of the world conceived into the knowledge of God as 
its Saviour, was the "elect of God" (Luk 23:35.), and that therefore the 


*) In "A. u. N." it is said, "As if Peter meant to say." Prof. Schmidt here evidently commits 
the fallacia subreptionis; he smuggles in our explanation to make his seem less objectionable. 
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Christ's appearance in time is the realization of this divine knowledge. And this 
comforting truth the apostle really wants to express. The explanation finally accepted 
by Prof. Schmidt: "previously acknowledged by God," - comes very near to this 
thought, but quite decidedly excludes the interpretation "previously known," which 
was at first popular with him.*) "Consistency, thou art a jewel!" as Prof. Schmidt very 
properly remarks. - 

At last 1 Pet. 1, 2. Here the noun mpdyveoic is found. St. Peter addresses the 
"elect strangers to and fro . . . according to the providence of God the Father (xata 
mpoyvooty beod -atpdc)." After "old and new," the apostle means to say, "Elect ye 
according to God's foreknowledge or foreknowledge"-your faith, namely. Of course 
the persevering believers are meant, for according to Prof. Schmidt's doctrine 
election only begins after God has seen the persevering faith of those who are to be 
chosen. Let us suppose it to be as our opponent thinks. St. Peter, then, turns to the 
strangers in the Diaspora and says to them: You are God's elect, for God has 
foreknown your persevering faith. This knowledge must have come to the apostle 
through a special revelation of God; among the Christians to whom he wrote there 
was obviously no believer of the time. No, all shall know that they will persevere, for 
God has foreknown this eternally, and in his foreknowledge he cannot err. Is that 
Prof. Schmidt's view of the passage? Hardly. For the "core and star" of his doctrine 


of predestination is indeed-we impute nothing to him which he has not taught expressis 


verbis-that no man can and may be certain of his "secret providence," i. e., of the 
divine foreknowledge of his possible persevering faith. So also the Christians in the 
dispersion could not and were not allowed to know whether God had recognized 
them from eternity by the characteristic of persevering faith and had chosen them as 
such for salvation. None of them could and was allowed to refer the apostle's address 
to himself, none to appropriate the consolation it contains; rather, each had to 
anxiously ask: am | meant? Perhaps, however, Prof. Schmidt does not want the 
passage to be understood in this way. Perhaps he himself does not believe that St. 
Peter's address can be used in this way. 


*) Already Calov adopts the explanation of Hugo Grotius to 1 Pet. 1, 21: "a mundi initio 
Christum mittere destinaverat" ("from the beginning of the world he had determined to send 
Christum"), by then himself declaring: 1-poyv@o" divina ante mundi constitutionem facta, non 


simplex, sed cum mpa& iogt divina conjuncta" ("the foreknowledge of God which took place 
before the foundation of the world, not the simple, but connected with the divine purpose"), by 
which words Calov evidently indicates that in the term pOyv@oic he at the same time means 
the divine 
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hovering in the air. He will answer us: "Whether we here narrow the circle of the 
foreknown, by understanding the hus pro-egno" (Rom. 8, 29.) "only of the persevering 
believers ... or whether we extend it a little further by taking the words also of the 
ordinance of all who ever become children of God ... remains the same for our 
present purpose" (A. u. N. p. 69). We are so free as to declare: this does not remain 
the same at all! For when 1 Pet. 1, 1. all Christians are exhorted to consider 
themselves elect according to the providence of God, then indeed the apostle 
teaches - horribile dictu! - missourian! Then he teaches that every Christian should 
be quite sure of his perseverance in the faith of God's promise, and of his final 
blessedness! Then he teaches - we always have Prof. Schmidt's mind of the words 
in view - that every Christian should hold and not doubt that he is chosen on account 
of his persevering faith foreseen by God! At any rate, Prof. Schmidt does not want 
that either; for that would be hyper-Missourian, and he will not allow himself to be 
made a "Missourian." So, willy-nilly, we must come to the conclusion that Herr Prof. 
Schmidt, with his interpretation of mpoywaoyst", qpdyvaaic, has finally come to a dead 
end, from which he can only get out again by - repentance. If he would let go of his 
self-inflicted prejudices and come to the conviction that St. Peter, with his address 
éeyto'l yard. mpoyvwat $eoi matpdc, means nothing. 
can and will say anything other than this: You faithful Christians have been chosen, 
in that God has placed you in fellowship with Himself through His knowledge before 
the foundation of the world; your faith, your justification, your final salvation is God's 
work and gift alone, which He has purposed for you from eternity for Christ's sake, 
without any action on your part or that of any creature; rejoice in this and take comfort 
in it, hold fast in faith: your names are written in the book of life for ever and ever. - 

Now is it also to be assumed a priori that the ovc mpoéyva. 
Rom. 8, 29. must be understood by analogy to the passages just explained, only a 
thorough and exact comparison of the text and context would bring this to evidence 
in order to reject the error and defend the truth. Therefore, if time and strength permit, 
we will, with God's help, deal with Rom. 8, 29. exclusively and all-around in a later 
number. But we consider Prof. Schmidt's "discriminating perception" to be over. We 
will not return to it. 

God grant that his bright, clear words, "which no one allows to be perverted, 
be he ever so wise," may soon have the desired victory, and one that all faithful 
Lutherans fervently pray for and implore, for the sake of fine faithfulness and truth! 
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As is well known, our opponents call the defenders of the pure doctrine of 
Scripture and the symbolic doctrine of the election of grace "New Missourians," but 
they present themselves as the representatives of the "old Missourian" doctrine, 
which they have the duty to save and protect from us apostate people. What shall 
we say to this proceeding of our opponents, to suspect us before the whole Church 
as schismatics and sectarians? First of all, that they have hitherto failed to prove 
their impudent assertion. All that they have been able to produce in support of it from 
the older publications of our Synod boils down to the fact, which we have never 
denied, that Prof. Walther, whose relevant statements are here first of all under 
consideration, in former times, as far as his conscience permitted him to do so, often 
conformed to the language of the dogmatists of the seventeenth century with regard 
to the doctrine of the election of grace, and retained it so far as it could be well 
interpreted according to the analogy of faith. And here, too, it is well to note that Prof. 
Walther always rejected the term of the dogmatists, "intuitu fidei finalis," and thus at 
the same time intimated how he intended the expression adopted by him, "God 
chose those whose persevering faith he foresaw." For, on the one hand, it cannot 
be proved that Walther intended thereby, as our opponents do, to designate the 
subjectum quod of election, the objectum adaequatum of it, i.e., the persons in whom 
election begins; but, on the other hand, it is clear from his rejection of the terminus 
intuitu fidei that it was altogether far from his mind to place faith before election, and 


that, therefore, by that expression, "quos credituros praevidit,” he intended only to 
describe the elect children of God. But in the present doctrinal controversy it is not 
at all the question which position our Synod or Prof. Walther*) in regard to the 
election of grace has taken in former times and now takes in relation to the doctrinal 
fathers of the seventeenth century, but this is the question, the actual point of 
controversy, whether we or our opponents teach according to Scripture and symbol. 
Do the proponents of our doctrine want to 


*In order to be able to judge correctly Prof. Walther's position on the ancients, also in regard 
to the doctrine of the election of grace, we take the liberty of referring to a significant statement 
of his, which is found in the 14th volume of "Lehre und Wehre" p. 239. Walther remarks there, 
"that there are not a few points of doctrine, and even important ones, about which nothing 
erroneous could be found in the writings of an otherwise orthodox teacher," and adds, "that times 
occur in which, for the sake of invading destruction, it becomes more important and necessary 
to punish even the slightest deviation in a certain point of doctrine than at other times and under 


other circumstances." - That the naevus of our faithful Lutheran fathers concerning the election 


of grace is now exposed and punished is the fault of our opponents, who want to use it to 
whitewash their errors. 
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by their continual wetaBtcsic cic aAAo yévoc distract the minds from the real main thing? 

But that the newer publications of our Synod differ from the older ones in this 
respect is simply not true. The punctum saliens in the present controversy is the 
question of the relation of faith to election, namely, whether faith is the causa or the 


causatum of election. The former we deny, the latter we maintain. As we teach that 
faith is the temporal result of election, so we reject the doctrine that it is made in view 
of, in consequence of, on account of, faith. This is exactly what our former 
publications have said. Already Dr. Sihler confesses in his "Theses" (Lehre und 
Wehre. Jahrg. |, p. 236): "Thesis 10. Foreseen faith is not the cause of election, for 
it is not for faith, but for Christ's sake that we are elected. .. . Thesis 12. Neither is 
election par excellence the cause of faith, which is clear from the finite apostasy of 
the temporal believers; but faith depends upon election, as the determinate upon the 
determinate, wherein God offers the benefit of election to men." We teach quite the 
same thing still today. Even Pastor Furbringer, who in his learned treatise on the 
election of grace in the 2nd and 3rd volumes of this periodical, connects his original 
and witty thoughts with the so-called second doctrinal trope and uses the terminology 
of the same, denies quite decisively that faith is the cause of election. He repeatedly 
speaks of "the pure impossibility for man to attain faith and blessedness without the 
divine effect of grace" (e.g., loc. cit. p. 354); indeed, he confesses that the elect are 
"predestined" by God to persevere in faith (loc. cit. p. 325). He knows nothing of an 
election in the broader sense. In the fourth volume of the same periodical, p. 309 f., 
Prof. Walther writes: "That later Lutheran theologians have departed from Holy 
Scripture in the doctrine of election by grace is, unfortunately, a fact. Among these 
is Spener, who seeks the cause of the election of grace in the faith foreknown by 
God. It is wrong, however, to attribute, as is often done, this Pelagian error to the 
Concordia formula. . . . It is true that the Concordia formula asserts that those are 
elect who persevere in believing, but not that a man is elect because he perseveres 
in believing." In the course of the short article, Prof. W. emphasizes the doctrine of 
our confession, that election is a cause of our blessedness, and what belongs to the 
same, and Year 9, page 299, he even has the word "cause" printed in bold, to 
indicate, as is clear and irrefragable from the context, that "the cause of the election 
and blessedness of the elect. . . only 
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and only God's free grace and mercy in Christ", "that God has chosen the elect only 
according to the good pleasure of his will to the praise of his glorious grace from 
eternity". (A. a. O. p. 288.) In the 18th year, p. 195, Prof. W. confesses to the 
statement of Dr. Thomasius, that the "distinction of the later dogmatists between a 
voluntas antecedens et consequens" was "not a happy one," and that "their 


determination, that election should take place ex praevisa fide, was downright 
mistaken." In the same place, p. 196, he adopts Guericke's statement that, according 
to the doctrine of the Formula of Concord, "a mind and walk conformable to the will 
of God" is the "effect or consequence" of election by grace, and calls this, too, the 
"old, original Lutheran truth, and that in its most primitive form," which is "irrefutably 
revealed in God's Word." Cf. also, loc. cit. p. 193. 199 f. (on the quotation from 
Guericke the note), p. 240 (where the "inexplicable mystery" is touched upon, "why 
certain men come to faith and are saved, while other men do not come to faith and 
are lost," and Prof. W. sees this mystery also in predestination!), p. 244 ff. and so 
on. 

Above all, however, the oldest existing document comes into consideration 
here, in which Prof. Walther confessed his faith regarding the doctrine of the election 
of grace. We mean the sermon on the Sunday of Septuagesima in the "Am.-Luth. 
Evangelien-Postille," which was preached as early as 1852. Even Lutherans who 
are further away from us have confessed that our doctrine, which we now defend, 
has its roots in this sermon. The decisive passage here is: "God did not choose the 
elect because he knew that they would persevere in the faith, but the fact that they 
are chosen is the cause that they persevere in believing." (P. 94.) Could W. have 
preached this if he had had the doctrine of our opponents at heart? No honest man, 
who knows the doctrine of our adversary, and that which we hold, will answer this 
question in the affirmative. No, Prof. W. had at that time the same conviction of the 
relation of faith to choice that he cherishes and advocates today. Whoever still wants 
to deny this, let him prove the opposite from the "trades and books". But he will never 
succeed in proving it! 


In "Altes und Neues" No. 5, Prof. Schmidt expresses the wish: "It would be 
good if our opponents would once speak out clearly about this duality of God's love, 
especially about the question: If God only embraced one part of sinners with his free 
special electing love, did he not then love the other part of the completely 
indiscriminate multitude less from eternity, yes, did he not love them at all for the 
strong attainment of beatitude? - 
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How does Prof. Schmidt come to make such a request of us? Have we ever taught 
a "twofoldness of the love of God" that we would need to speak in detail about this 
assertion? Such a thing has never occurred to a Missourian! As long as there has 
been a Missouri Synod, it has declared a thousand times that God embraces the 
whole world of sinners with one and the same merciful love, and earnestly desires 
that every one should come to repentance and be saved. Of a twofold love of God 
we have never known anything, nor do we wish to know anything for all eternity. And 
Prof. Schmidt's question above has long since been answered by Missouri, so that it 
is more than strange that he should throw it out anew. But he should not lack another 
answer, and one that has neither horns nor teeth. Here it is. We condemn from the 
bottom of our hearts the doctrine that God loved a part of mankind less or not at all 
for the attainment of blessedness. We condemn with a loud voice the abominable 
heresy, that from the fact that we have been chosen only by God's free grace in 
Christ, the conclusion of the synergists must be drawn, that God consequently does 
not want to make the others blessed, and therefore, "regardless of their sin, has 
decreed to condemnation solely from the mere counsel, purpose, and will of God, 
that they cannot be saved." (Concordienf. Art. XI. Ep.) On the other hand, we believe, 
teach, and confess with our dear church, that the saving faith, the perseverance in it, 
and the consequent glory of the children of God, is a pure gift of grace, which God 
gives to those whom He chose in Christ before the foundation of the world, but that 
the damnation of unbelievers is the necessary, just consequence of their damnable 
unbelief, and that God has done everything, everything, to bring them also to faith 
and salvation. But we leave aside all useless, annoying, sophistical disputations, 
stick to the revealed word, and leave unrhymed what our reason cannot rhyme. - 

Thus, this is in nuce our confession of faith about the doctrine of the election of 
the children of God to eternal life, and this settles Prof. Schmidt's question. If he 
wishes to continue to impute other doctrines or unholy consequences to us, let him 
do so on his own responsibility, keeping himself convinced that God will "put such 
things under his eyes" in his time. Psalm 50:19-21. 


"To flatten the impenetrable mystery of conversion and election by prudential 
speculation means here, as in the case of all the mysteries of God, nothing more and 
nothing less than demonstrating away the mystery as such. But we want to 
emphatically affirm ‘the mystery of faith' also in this point. 
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so that we will not be led astray by Satan. For we are not unaware of what he has in 
mind." These quite correct words were written by Professor Schmidt as late as 1874 
("Lehre und Wehre" Vol. XX, page 39. Note), at a time when, according to his present 
assertion, the alleged New Missouri doctrine of election by grace was already "highly 
objectionable" to him. But what else has the Missouri Synod ever asserted than that 
in conversion as well as in the election of grace there is an "impenetrable mystery" 
(and that is one and the same mystery), which no man's reason will ever fathom, and 
which simply wants to be believed and worshipped? What else has it taught than that 
itis "a glorious miracle of God's grace" "when a man is really snatched out of so great 
a tyranny of the devil, which he exercises through the spell of false doctrines, and is 
healed of his spiritual blindness," as Prof. Schmidt adds? We still mean nothing, 
nothing at all else, when we speak of the mystery of election. Was this - at that time 
his own teaching - ever objectionable to Prof. Schmidt? That it is now very offensive 
to him, even vain heresy and Calvinism, is unfortunately only too obvious. Now there 
is no longer any "secret of conversion and election by grace" for him. God be 
lamented! E. W. K. 


(Submitted.) 


A few remarks on the first reason of Prof. Loy, for whose sake he thinks he 
can no longer go with us Missourians. 


We take the liberty of making a few remarks on the first reason given by Prof. 
Loy in his "Magazine" for which he believes he can no longer go along with us. First, 
however, we must decisively speak out against the accusation that the doctrine of 
election by grace, which the Missouri Synod leads, is a new doctrine. Prof. Loy 
speaks of a "new departure," a new departure of Missourians from the old doctrine of 


election by grace. He says, "We are constrained to resist the new doctrine." From other 
quarters, too, the accusation has been made against our Synod, as if it were now 
teaching a new doctrine; that, therefore, by falling away from the Synod, we have not 
yet fallen away from the old doctrine, that, by standing up against the Synod, we have 
not yet brought anything new on the way. This is what one would like to persuade 
oneself and others of; for oh! it is so painful in the conscience when the thought 
comes: you have unnecessarily brought something new into the world. 
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have fallen away from the old doctrine, have caused unnecessary strife and division 
in the church. - The undersigned is firmly convinced that the Missouri Synod today 
has no other doctrine than that which it had from the beginning. Even those who in 
our periodicals used expressions that occur only in the "second doctrinal trope" never 
understood the "intuitu fidei" to mean that God had chosen us because we believe, 
but they wanted to designate faith as the instrument ordained by God, through which 
God carries out the counsel of election. 

As far as Prof. Dr. Walther is concerned, who is the main target here, he has 
already 25 years ago presented to his students, among whom | was at that time, no 
other doctrine than the one he teaches now. | am quite sure of my own case, since 
| have been inspired to study this doctrine further, especially by his oral comments 
on the passages in Baier's Compendium of Dogmatics that come into consideration 
here. | remember very well that Prof. Dr. Walther drew our special attention to it when 
he dictated to us a passage from seventeenth-century dogmatists who confirmed the 
manner of speaking and the teaching of the first doctrinal trope. | can confidently 
refer to the testimony of my parishioners. - As further proof of what has been said, | 
would like to cite a few passages from my college notebooks. In the 23rd paragraph 
c. I. proleg. of Baier's Compendium, it says: "But faith in Christ is also rightly counted 
among the causes of blessedness." Already on this passage it was dictated to us 
from Gerhard (locor. theol. |. de justif. § 179.), "We also say that faith is a cause of 


justification, but mark (nota), a toolful one. It is another thing to be justified for faith's 
sake, another thing to be justified by faith; the former denotes the meritorious cause, 
but the latter the instrumental. We are not justified because of faith as of some merit, 


but by faith taking hold of the merit." Then we were given from Quenstedt, theol. did. 
-pol. de fide justif. c. 8., a passage dictirt, wherein Quenstedt says, that faith does not 
behave meritoriously in justification, but organice. That therefore the causalitas of faith 


in justification is no other than an organica. Hutter was then adduced, who asserted 
that there are three causes in justification, and who therefore appeals to the 
Concordia formula pag. 687 and 688.) But it is added by Prof. Walther: "Sed hic fides 


appel-. 


*) "For not all things that belong to conversion belong at the same time to the article of 
justification, in and to which alone belong and are necessary the grace of God, the merit of Christ, 
the faith that accepts such things in the promise of the gospel." 
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latur tantum id, quod ad justificationem requiritur et necessarium est." But here faith is called 
only that which is required and necessary for justification. - Faith, therefore, is nota 
cause. 

Paragr. 9. part. Ill. s. 5. in Baier's Compendium reads, "The causa impulsiva 
minus principalis"-of justification-"is faith in Christ.” In regard to this, reference was first 
made to a passage in Gerhard's locis § 163, 1. de justif. | will only emphasize this much 
from it: At the end of this paragraph Bugenhagen is cited, who says that faith is like a 
golden ring in which a precious stone is set, and which is valued at a hundred thalers, 
not because of the golden ring, but because of the precious stone. Christ is the 
precious stone which faith embraces. Furthermore, the words of Luther are cited, who 
says that he imagines the matter in such a way that he does not think of any quality 
in his heart that is called faith or quality, but in its place he puts Christ himself and 
says: This is my righteousness. 

Finally, as to the doctrine of election by grace itself, we have been dictated to § 
15, where Baier says that faith is the causa impulsiva minus principalis of election, the 


following passage from Gerhard loc. de elect, et reprob. § 52, which Prof. Walther also 
printed in "Lehre und Wehre" 1863, p. 299: "By no merits of men, by no worthiness of 
the human race, nor by the foreknowledge of good works or faith, was God moved 
to choose some to eternal life, but this is to be ascribed to his unmerited and 
immeasurable grace alone. Eph. 1, 6: He hath chosen us to the praise of his glorious 
grace. Rom. 11, 6.: But if it be by grace, it is not by merit of works, else grace would 
not be grace, Cf. 2 Tim. 1, 9." Further, the passage from Olearius in Isag. Carpzov. p. 
1684. | give it in the translation as printed in the "Lutheran," 1880, Nro. 6. "Is the 
Lutheran doctrine of election by grace akin to Pelagianism? No! because it ascribes 
everything to God, nothing to man, since God alone gives the willing and 
accomplishing. But the following are not opposed to it: 1. the outward hearing of the 
word, because the actions (actiones paedagogicae) which only give instruction are quite 
distinct from conversion itself and from salutary hearing. (2) Nor faith, which is by no 
means our work, but God's gift, nor a condition to be fulfilled by us, but a requirement 
bestowed by God himself by grace through the proper means of salvation. (3) Nor the 
desire of blessedness, because this is not natural either, but supernatural, given by 
the Holy Spirit, and arising from the Word. (4) Neither is that which is added to man 
in the foregoing. 
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Because even this is a gift of the Holy Spirit, who removes and restrains the 
reluctance, which is of us alone, by the proper means of salvation. For non-resistance 
is not at all a cause, but only does not hinder the working of an agent; as both the 
leper, Matt. 8, and Lazarus, John 11, by not resisting Christ, were not at all a cause 
of miraculous healing or resurrection. (5) Neither is prayer and continuance in prayer 
in the time of death; for the Holy Ghost also raiseth up in us. Rom. 8." And to adduce 
this one thing only: Concerning § 2. of Baier's doctrine of election by grace, where it 
is said that the Formula Concordiae speaks in a wider sense of election by grace, 
Prof. Dr. Walther has dictated the following: "Formula Concordiae non tam latius accipit 
has voces, quam monet, necessario et semper, si de electione et praedestinatione meditamur, 
plus quam hoc considerandum esse, Deum quosdam elegisse, ne desperemus, aut securitati 


indulgeamus." The Concordia Formula does not take these words both in the wider 
sense, as rather it teaches that when we consider election and predestination, there 
is more to be considered than this, that God has chosen some men, that we may not 
despair or be insecure. - In these words is contained in nuce the whole doctrine of 


Prof. Dr. Walther set forth at Chicago. Sapienti sat! It is just this, that the doctrine has 
been so decidedly and so diligently carried out among us, that in the attainment of 
blessedness the infinite mercy of God in Christ JEsu does everything, but that man 
can do nothing, nothing at all for his blessedness; just this, that this doctrine, which 
takes all glory from man, but gives all glory to God alone, has been so faithfully and 
diligently carried out among us, that has made our Synod united and strong. 

Now, as to the first reason for which Prof. Loy thinks he can no longer go along 
with us, it is said in the "Magazine" |, p. 16.We cannot accept as a solution” - of the 
riddle of the election of grace - "the philosophical speculation of a specific plan of 
salvation, called the decree of election, which determines who shall really and 
inevitably be saved, and which is set beside the general revealed plan of salvation, 
so as to render the same practically useless" (render nugatory). Prof. Loy probably 
means to say this: You Missourians do teach a general plan of God's salvation, that 
God wants all men to be saved and all to come to the knowledge of the truth. But in 
addition to this you also teach an election by grace, according to which God has 
chosen for eternity those who will be saved and ordained them to be children of God, 
whom he thus calls by grace, leads to faith, and wants to make eternally blessed. 
This is true, we teach. But this is no philosophical speculation, but the clear word of 
God. 
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Eph. 1. cf. Rom. 8, 28-30. Apost. 13, 48. 2 Tim. 1, 9. Rom. 9, 10-12. etc. But this is 
not one that makes the so-called general plan of salvation nugatory. This reproach 
could only be justly brought against us, if we taught either, 1. that God would make 
the elect blessed, or would make them blessed, by some other way than that by 
which he would make all men blessed; or 2. if we taught that God did not offer to 
those who are not elect, grace fully sufficient for the attainment of blessedness. But 
we teach, 1. That God wills to make the elect blessed, and really makes them 
blessed, in no other way than that in which he wills to make all men blessed. In the 
well-known eight points at the very beginning of the XI article of the Formula of 
Concord, the way is described by which God makes his elect blessed. The Formula 
of Concord thereby testifies, "that he would bring them"-the elect-"to it in the manner 
now reported, by his grace, gifts, and effect . ." God therefore leads his elect in the 
way to blessedness, and in no other way than that in which he wills all men to be 
blessed. Neither do we teach, 2. that God offers to those who are not elect, and 
therefore do not attain to salvation, in Word and Sacrament, a sufficient, fully 
sufficient grace for the attainment of salvation. Nay, we rather teach that God would 
gladly help them also; he also offers them in Word and Sacrament all that is 
necessary for the attainment of salvation. Did not Christ, with all earnestness and 
zeal, desire to help all the inhabitants of Jerusalem? Did he not offer to all the means 
of salvation? Did not Christ also offer the means of salvation to the other thief, who 
died in his sins, as well as to him who was saved? Was not Capernaum exalted to 
heaven, and yet cast down to hell? - If, then, we teach that God saves the elect by 
the same way, and by no other, in which he wills all men to be saved, and that God 
also offers to those who are not elect grace in Word and Sacrament, by which they 
too may be saved, if only they do not cast it away from them, how can we be accused 
of teaching a special way to salvation for the elect apart from the general plan of 
salvation? 

We believe, teach, and confess with the Concordia formula: "And God, in his 
counsel, purpose, and ordinance, hath not only prepared salvation in the 
commonwealth, but hath also, by grace, provided for all and every one of the elect, 
who are to be saved through Christ, and hath chosen them unto salvation, and 
ordained that he would bring, help, promote, strengthen, and preserve them in the 
manner now reported, by his grace, gifts, and effect." But here 
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is well to remember: a priori only God knows who they are. We are not to know a 


priori, nor are we to want to puzzle it out. Quae supra nos, nihil ad nos. It is none of our 
business. Therefore the Concordia formula says: "There is no doubt, then, that God 
has foreknown and knows with certainty before the time of the world which of those 
who are called will believe or not believe. Item, which of them that are converted shall 
abide, and which shall not abide; which shall return after the fall, and which shall fall 
into hardening. So also the number of them, how many there will be on both sides, is 
known and known to God without a doubt. But because God has reserved this 
mystery to his wisdom, and has not revealed it to us in the Word, but has not 
commanded us to search it out in our thoughts, and has strictly forbidden us to do 
so, Romans 11:33, we should not reason or conclude with our thoughts, nor ponder 
over it, but should keep to his revealed Word, in which he instructs us." We know this 
much with certainty, that God is pleased to bring all men to believe and be saved. 
We are commanded to regard every man as one whom God would gladly make 
blessed. We believe with all our hearts that God does not want any sinner to die, but 
to be converted and to live. Therefore the Concordia formula says: "But Christ, as the 
only begotten Son of God, who is in the bosom of the Father, hath declared unto us 
the will of the Father, and therefore also our eternal election unto life eternal, 
saying, Repent, and believe the gospel: for the kingdom of God is at hand. Item he 
says: This is the will of him who sent me, that whoever sees the Son and believes in 
him may have eternal life. And again, Thus hath God loved the world, etc. This 
preaching the Father wills, that all men may hear, and come unto Christ, whom Christ 
also doth not cast out, as it is written, Whosoever cometh to me, him will | not cast 
out. . . Therefore, if any man will be saved, let him not trouble himself, nor trouble 
himself with the thought of the secret counsel of God, whether he be chosen and 
ordained unto eternal life, that the wicked Satan should tempt and pervert devout 
hearts: but let them hear Christ. 

According to this, Prof. Loy's first reason falls away. But he may see for himself 
whether his argumentation, since he fights against this doctrine of ours, is not based 
on Pelagian and synergistic ideas. If there are no such ideas at the bottom of it, then 
he will still have to confess, if he wants to keep to the way of speaking of the second 
doctrinal trope: faith is a gift of God's grace. And will he thereby and with that: | believe 
that | cannot by my own reason or strength believe in Jesus Christ, my Lord, or come 
to him. 
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If we are to be serious about faith, then difficulties for reason will also be found there, 
just as well as with the first body of doctrine. If faith is a gift of God's grace, which only 
God can give, God himself must also take away the resistance by his preceding 
grace, so that no one would come to faith if God did not already take away the 
resistance by his preceding grace: so here, too, reason asks the defenders of the 
second doctrinal trope as well as it asks us in the case of our doctrine of election: 
how is it, then, that God does not also take away the resistance in others by his 
preceding grace? If he had taken it away in such and such a one, he too might have 
come to faith, as | have. But we take all reason captive to the obedience of Christ, 
and say, that we are saved, we have only to thank the infinite mercy of God in Christ 
Jesus. But that a man is lost, he, the man, is himself to blame. J. A. Higli. 


On the pastoral treatment of the spiritually challenged. 


(A conference paper, according to the resolution in the Synodal Report of the JllinoisdistrictS of 
v. J. p. 90 for "Lehre und Wehre" published by G. A. Sch.) 


(Continued.) 


Thesis III. 


If it is not possible for the pastor to get a clear picture of the condition of 
the one who is challenged, he must follow in his treatment the general rules 
which are applied to all those who are challenged, namely, to point them out: 

a. onthe rich consolation of the Scriptures, 2 Cor. 1:5..., 
b. on the salutary use of temptations, 1 Pet. 1:6, 7, 

c. on the power of the holy sacraments, 

d. to the certainty of the state of grace, 

e. tothe Erempel of the saints, 

f. on the right conduct in the state of contestation. 


a. Among the comforting sayings of Scripture, those are especially to be 
presented to the afflicted, which testify to the fervent mercy of God and his fatherly 
love toward us in Christ, as Jer. 31:20, "Is not Ephraim my dear Son?" etc., 2 Cor. 
1:3, 4, "Praise be to God and the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ," etc. For the very 
temptation makes God appear to us otherwise than his heart is against us, so that we 
think he is not our Father, but our enemy. 
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Then there are those sayings that testify to the perfect satisfaction of Jesus 
Christ, such as Rom. 8, 33-35, Gal. 1,4; for they give the challenged person the 
comfort that all his sin has been paid for and atoned for. Concerning the latter 
passage, Luther says: "Therefore this is certainly the highest art and right wisdom, 
that one can take these and similar words of St. Paul or otherwise in Scripture for a 
right seriousness and for certain and true and believe, namely, that Christ was given 
into death, not for our righteousness or holiness, but badly for the sake of our sins, 
which are real, great, gross, many, even innumerable and insurmountable sins. 
Therefore let no man dream, as the hypocrites do, that our sins are so small and 
trifling, that we can by our own works blot them out. And again, let no man despair 
whether they be so great and grievous, as they have said, but learn here to 
understand St. Paul, and now to believe well and stedfastly that Christ gave himself, 
not for sins dreamed and painted, but for sins that are true; not for sins small and 
small, but for sins exceeding great and gross; not for one or two, but for all; not for 
sins overcome and blotted out, but for sins unconquered, strong and mighty. For 
indeed no man, yea, no angel can overcome some sin, even the very least. 
Remember therefore, and prepare thyself diligently, that thou mayest be skillful, not 
only when thou art well satisfied with thy conscience out of temptation, but also when 
thou hast to contend with sin and death in the greatest distress and danger, when 
thy conscience remembers the sins which thou hast committed, and is terrified, and 
Satan with right earnestness comes under thy eyes, and subdues himself with all his 
might. Satan, with all his might, dares to assail you with the great burden of your 
sins, as with a flood of sin, to frighten you away from Christ and to drive you away, 
and finally to bring you to despair. Then remember that with a courageous heart and 
strong faith you can say, "Christ, the Son of God, was not given for the righteousness 
of saints, nor for the innocence of angels, but for the unrighteousness of poor sinners. 
If | were righteous, and had no sin, | should not have Christ the Mediator to reconcile 
me to GOD." 

Thirdly, the passages which testify to the compassion of the eternal High Priest 
Jesus Christ with our weakness, Heb. 4:15, belong to the special consolation of the 
afflicted; to which Scriver says: "It follows from this, that the Lord Jesus also knows 
how His own are afflicted, when the devil makes terrible and abominable insinuations 
to them. Although there is a great difference between his holy heart and our unclean 
heart, yet we have the consolation from this consideration, that he who is tempted in 
all things, yet without sin, will the more cordially take care of us, and will not impute 
to us the evil thoughts which are stirred up in us by the devil, and will finally command 
him to leave us and give us rest." 
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Fourth, the testimonies of Scripture of the ministry of the Holy Spirit, who 
comforts the sorrowful and the afflicted and represents us with inexpressible 
groaning. Cf. John 14:16, Matt. 8:25, Rom. 8:23. In the first passage Luther says: 
"As the devil does not cease and desist from terrifying us and making us weary with 
sin and death, so let not the Holy Spirit cease to comfort the heart against it and to 
inspire courage so that we may overcome and say (as David says in Psalm 118): 
Now will | live, and not die. If | have felt more than a thousand deaths, yet will | be 
righteous and holy before God. If | felt all the sins of the world upon me, | will go to 
heaven and be blessed, if you open your infernal mouth much wider. For Christ my 
Lord is not my enemy, nor the Father, nor the Holy Ghost: for they all do together 
that | may have the consolation which the Father sendeth, and the Son asketh, and 
the Holy Ghost himself bringeth." 

b. The other thing to be pointed out to the challenged is the salutary benefit of 
the challenge. This is twofold: 1. testing and exercising the faith; 2. killing the old 
man. The passages that belong here are especially 1 Petr. 1, 6. 7. and Jac. 1, 2. 3. 
Rom. 5, 3-5. Hebr. 12, 11. 

Faith is exercised by trial, because against all feeling it must hold to the bare 
word; it is tested in trial whether it also holds fast to God's goodness and faithfulness, 
although God himself seems to be opposed to it. "This is the theology and wisdom 
of Christians, and though we have not yet altogether attained to the same, yet we 
are to be daily exercised in it, and accustomed that in spiritual warfare and affliction, 
as we suffer, we may be able to say with a fine, steady, and quiet heart: You can do 
me no harm, | am a Christian; you do me no harm, you promote me, look to yourself. 
What harm did it do Joseph, since he was sold and driven into misery, ... or how 
could his brethren have brought him to greater honour and glory? For just so that 
they subdued and oppressed him, they finely exalted him to majesty, that he became 
a great lord." See Luther on Genesis 37, where he says: "When we are afflicted, 
challenged, and thus driven about, we should stir up our hearts against the feeling 
of misfortune, and thus say, ‘I will not die, but live,’ even though the contradiction 
may already be seen; and even though | must completely despair of myself, | will 
nevertheless hope in him who makes all things out of nothing, and if | should come 
to nothing at all, he is able to help me up again and to do the same to me and to 
others for the very best. Therefore, the more cruel the suffering, the greater and more 
wonderful the effect it has in the saints and believers, and it is a certain indication of 
divine grace and goodness when the believers are challenged and burdened with 
crosses and adversity. For where they have faith in the divine grace. 
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If we persevere and remain steadfast in our promises, great and incredible goods will 
soon follow, as the saying of St. James goes, "Blessed is the man who endures 
adversity." 

The other beneficial use of the challenge is the killing of the old man. See what 
was said under thesis 4 of the first part of this treatise. In addition to the quotation 
there from Luther on Genesis 45:3, let it follow what he says in the same place: "If 
he punishes the godly and acts as if he were not our God and Father, or if he shows 
himself to be a tyrant and severe judge who only wants to torment us and even 
destroy us, then he will finally say in his own time, and when his appropriate hour 
comes: | am the Lord thy God. Hitherto | have not dealt with thee otherwise than to 
reject thee altogether, and to cast thee into hell: but this is the play | commonly make 
with my saints. For if | had not been favorable to you with all my heart, | would not 
have played such a game with you. These things are presented to us in the 
government of the saints for our comfort, so that we may learn to tolerate the hand 
of God, which instructs and tests us, that we may learn to recognize and humble 
ourselves, and that the terrible calamity called original sin may be slain in us. For it 
is not sought that we should be condemned and rejected, though our cross and 
punishment, which we bear, is almost equal to destruction and death; but sin, which 
by nature clings to us, must here be swept out, that we may learn what is said, which 
the Lord saith in the first book of Samuel, and the second: | kill and | make alive, | 
lead into hell and out again, | make poor and | make rich." 

c. The third thing to be pointed out to those who are challenged is the power of 
the holy sacraments, because they are given for the very purpose of appropriating 
and sealing the divine promises of grace to anyone who believes, but is weak or 
challenged in the faith. The triune God remembers his covenant of grace; he stands 
by his side firm and unmoved, Isa. 54:10, "For mountains shall surely depart," etc. 
Can even the fallen man comfort himself to come again to grace, if he returns 
penitent, how much more may the afflicted man think himself assured of God's grace! 
God has not forgotten that He swore to him in baptism to be his Father. The faithful 
Savior did not feed him with his body and blood in the Lord's Supper to abandon him 
in his anguish and distress, but that he might remain in the fellowship of Christ, a 
member of his body, and be eternally saved. Therefore, Luther says, he does not 
think that you should be lost and condemned; for baptism is certain enough, nor can 
you lack the promise and absolution. What then is it to him now? This opinion has it 


Pelagianism and Synergism in The Lutheran and Missionary. 151 


And this is God's way of teaching you how powerful life is in words, and that you may 
certainly conclude this with yourself: Even though | am almost hard-pressed and 
distressed, so that | even perish, it is only because | should remember my dear 
baptism and divine promises. For | have such a gracious God who cares for me, of 
which | have no doubt. Although it may seem as if everything is repugnant to me, 
they are only temptations that test and prove my faith, whether | also firmly believe 
that God is my protection and shield. 
(To be continued.) 


Pelagianism and Synergism in the "LulLvrau ana Llissiouar’. 


From the pen of a certain Rev. S. L. Harkey, who wants to be a Lutheran 
preacher, has recently appeared in the "Dmtksran and Nissionar/' under the heading: 
"Iks buruinA “usstion" an impudent invective against the Synodal Conference and 
especially us Missourians. At the same time, it obviously shows the heterodoxy and 
great ignorance of the writer. This man writes, soon at the beginning of his article, 
"The charge has been circulated far and wide that the leaders of that body" (the 
Missouri Synod) "are guilty of cryptocalvinism in the doctrine of election." This is 
sadly true; but that we are guilty of cryptocalvinism is not true. The Rsv. further 
writes: "The true facts will soon be revealed in spite of the command to silence and 
the secret conferences of hundreds of their preachers, who are intimidated into 
modest and humble assent by the informal (intvrmal) power of the supreme voice." 
As every member of the Missouri Synod knows, there is no truth to any of this. But 
if the Rsv. thinks it is nevertheless true, he may prove it, since he has asserted it, 
otherwise he stands as a slanderer. He should be ashamed before God and man to 
print such a distortion of the truth. How can he say of secret conferences, since only 
one conference of hundreds of pastors has yet been held among us? And what 
justification has he to use the word "secret" in this connection, since this conference 
was held in a room accessible to friend and foe, and since it is printed in a booklet 
accessible to everyone in what manner that one conference came about and what 
was discussed at it? The printed booklet also says clearly enough how much there 
is in the "command to be silent" and intimidation. What the Rsv. means by the 
expressions: "highest voice". 
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and "informal violence," is likewise all pure vituperation; is therefore not worthy of a 
detailed reply. 

The Rev. does no better when he continues in his article: "It is no doubt well 
known that at the formation of the 'Synodal Conference’ the only one of our symbolic 
books which was accepted as the constitutional basis of doctrine for that body was 
the Formula of Concord adopted by the Church in 1580." Further, "It became 
necessary for those who elevated the Concordia Formula above the Augsburg 
Confession to give it the highest and only place in their Constitution. Now, by 
departing from the historical uniformity and, we might even say, orthodoxy of the true 
Evangelical Lutheran Church, the Synodal Conference’ significantly omits to 
recognize the very foundation of the life and faith of the Church in its Constitution, 
by which (foundation) it (the Church) has been recognized and distinguished by the 
whole world for 50 years, and adopts a new Commentary of the Faith as the text of 
that Faith itself." Since another, who is friendly to us, has already enlightened the 


Rev. in a special article in the "Lutheran and Missionary" about the difference between 


"Concordia" and "Formula Concordiae," and since with the one untrue assertion also 
everything that the Rev. has built upon the same falls down, nothing more need be 
said about the matter than that the Rev. has much on his conscience for having so 
terribly slandered and suspected such a large orthodox body in a public paper. 

In the doctrine of election itself, the Rev. takes a thoroughly un-Lutheran, 
Pelagian, and synergistic standpoint. However, so that he and others who agree with 
him on the doctrine of election do not think they are wise, it is undoubtedly necessary 
that he be answered, and it will suffice if only a brief reply is made here to the most 
important points of his article, which occupies more than seven long columns in two 
issues of the aforementioned journal. 

He makes a distinction between the two sides of "the doctrine of election and 
predestination as found in the symbolical books." One side of it is to him, when the 
Concordia formula says: "But the eternal election of God not only seeth and knoweth 
beforehand the elect's blessedness, but is also of God's gracious will and good 
pleasure in Christ JEsu a cause, so creating, working, helping, and promoting our 
blessedness, and that which pertaineth unto it; whereupon also our blessedness is 
so founded, that the gates of hells shall not be able to do anything against it." "And 
because our election to eternal life is not founded on our piety or virtue, but solely 
on Christ's merit and gracious will of His Father, who cannot deny Himself, because 
He is 
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is immutable in his will and nature: therefore when his children depart from 
obedience and stumble, he causes them to be called again to repentance by the 
word, and by this means the Holy Spirit will be strengthened in them to conversion." 
"Wherefore it is false and unjust, if it be taught, that not only the mercy of God, and 
most holy merit of Christ, but also in us, is a cause of God's election, for whose sake 
God hath chosen us to eternal life." This one side is a real thorn in the side of the 
Rev. He writes: "Those of our Lutheran theologians who view the Concordia formula 
in its contradiction to the other confessions of the church in this one-sided way... 
may be called cryptocalvinists . .. Any one whom his inclinations lead in that direction 
can without difficulty so interpret the formula as to find in it terrifying traces of 
cryptocalvinism." Now what is the real reason why the Rev. here disagrees with the 
confession of the Lutheran Church, and wants to have nothing to do with that one 
side? Of this, unfortunately, his Pelagianism and synergism is the reason, as the 
inclined reader will perceive. For he writes: "There is" (in the Concordia formula) "no 
reference at all to the character or conduct of the believer as a conditional cause of 
election and blessedness, but the eternal election of God is represented as the only 
(?) cause. This takes away at one stroke the free moral doing (agency) of man." "The 
other side" of this doctrine, according to him, "says that Christ redeemed all men by 
his suffering and death." re. To it also belongs the following: "The conditions of 
justification and blessedness are in man, to whom the gospel is preached, and not 
in God, as the Calvinistic system has it, nor in his decrees, his counsels, his 
resolutions, his will, his election, his redemption by Christ, his church, or his gospel, 
or the means of grace, but wholly in man (individual). And these conditions are in the 
power of man's own choice, and in the sphere of his own will . . . The conditions of 
blessedness and damnation are exactly the same, and are held out to all men" (this 
too) "either for (for) acceptance unto blessedness, or for their rejection unto 
damnation." The Rev. herewith sufficiently proves that he has understood neither 
the one nor "the other side" of the doctrine of the election of grace. For, in the first 
place, the confession of our church does not say at all that the eternal election of 
God is "the only cause," nor does it represent the same as "the only cause," as is 
evident from the above quotation. Furthermore, our Confession knows nothing of a 
free moral action (agency) on the part of man before or at his conversion. Therefore, 
all this is Pelagian and synergistic heresy, 
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have long since been condemned by the church of Christ. For no mere natural man 
has the power and the will to do anything good, as God's Word and the Lutheran 
Confession say in so many places. Thus it is said, among other things, in the detailed 
explanation of the 2nd Art. of the Formula of Concord: "So then, in St. Paul and 
others who have been born again, the natural or carnal free will, even after being 
born again, is contrary to God's law: rather, before the new birth, it will be contrary 
and hostile to God's law and will; From this it is evident (as further explained in the 
article on original sin, on which we wish to have drawn up our beloved abridgment) 
that free will, of its own natural powers, does not alone work or contribute anything 
to its own conversion, righteousness, and salvation, nor follow, believe, or give 
consent to the Holy Spirit, who through the gospel beckons him God's grace and 
salvation, but out of an innate, evil, unruly nature resists God and his will, where he 
is not enlightened and governed by God's Spirit. For this reason also the holy 
Scriptures compare the heart of the unregenerate man to a hard stone, which does 
not soften but resists him that toucheth it, and to an uncouth block and a wild unruly 
beast, not that man after the fall is no longer a rational creature, or is converted to 
God without hearing and considering the divine word, or can understand or 
voluntarily do or forbear anything good or evil in external worldly things." According 
to the Rev.'s account, God does not actually elect man, but man elects himself; 
election is nothing else than that man makes himself blessed. If this man, as a 
natural man, will allow himself to be justified and made blessed, he will be blessed. 
But it is evident from all this that the Rev. does not seek to conceal or cover up his 
true opinion, but comes out rudely and blasphemously with his consistent 
Pelagianism and Synergism, for the establishment of which he seeks to utilize the 
so-called second doctrinal trope. 


(Conclusion follows.) 


Miscellany. 


The danger in doctrinal disputes. When a dispute arises about a doctrine 
of the divine Word, some of the disputants think that their main danger is that they 
will be beaten and will therefore suffer some dishonor. But this is by no means so. 
Rather, the main danger is that the disputants will lose their souls and their salvation. 
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Lose your bliss. And this is how it goes. In a dispute about a doctrine of the divine 
word, the divine word alone naturally decides. Now, if a word of God is held up to a 
man, and his conscience tells him that the word of God held up to him, according to 
the usage of the language and in the context in which it stands, really means what 
the opponent asserts, the disputant, however, in order not to have to admit that he 
has erred, helps himself by saying that this word of God may also be taken in this or 
that way, and with the contradiction of his conscience, even if only with a slight one, 
prefers the latter meaning, which is only possible in itself, and which speaks for his 
opinion, or rather for his error, to the certain meaning, and accepts the latter with a 
slight one. If he prefers the latter meaning, which speaks for his opinion, or rather for 
his error, to a certain meaning, and defends the latter with all the arts of sophistry, 
he offends against God's most holy majesty, and thereby deprives himself of a good 
conscience, suffers shipwreck of his faith, and thus forfeits God's grace and eternal 
blessedness. But it is most terrible and frightening when the disputant, in his 
sophistry, has in mind those who do not see through the matter, and of whom he 
therefore knows that they will fall to him from ignorance and lack of sagacity on his 
foul grounds. O, it is a dangerous thing to take part in a controversy about a doctrine 
of the divine Word, if one is not absolutely willing to submit unconditionally to the 
Word of God! It can easily become the test set by God, whether someone is of God 
or not of God. (Joh. 8, 47.) With horror one is reminded of the Zwinglians of Luther's 
time, to whom the latter gives the sad testimony: They do not know how hard it is to 
stand before God without God's word. 
W. 

"God himself is dead." As is well known, many who want to be good 
Lutherans take offence at this genuinely biblical and Lutheran sentence of one of our 
most beautiful hymns, and thus prove that in the best case they are Nestorians. In 
the "Hannoversche Pastoral-Correspondenz" of January 22, parallels are cited even 
from Reformed hymnals. We read there, among other things, the following: "Thus 
sings the Congregationalist Isaak Watts: 

Alas! and did my Saviour bleed And did my Sovereign die? etc. Well might the 
sun in darkness hide And shut his glories in, When God the mighty Maker died For 
man, the creature's sin. 

(Ah, did my Saviour bleed and did my Lord die? - Well might the sun hide itself 


in darkness and cover its glory, when for men, for the sin of creatures God the mighty 
Creator died). 
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Further, the Methodist John Wesley: 
The day of Christ, the day of God 
We humbly hope with joy to see Wash'd in the sanctifying blood Of an expiring 
Deity. 
(The day of Christ, the day of God we humbly hope to see washed with joy in 
the sanctifying blood of a dying deity). .... We have included the entire verses so that 
readers may realize how these poets sing from their hearts and, admittedly 


involuntarily, bring charges against the ease with which even Lutheran theologians 
now let go of the blessings of their hymnody." W. 


Literary. 


Analytical Concordance to the Bible, by Robert Young, L. L. D. 


Edinburgh & New York. 1881. 

This new English Concordance, as the preface states, differs from Cruden's in 
the following: 1. One hundred and eighteen thousand passages are given in it, which 
are not found in Cruden's. 2. 2. every passage in the New Testament, which textual 
critics, such as Griesbach and Tischendorf, state to be doubtful, or to occur with 
different readings, is designated by brackets. 3) The proper name of each person and 
place is given together with its literal meaning. 4. the time of each person to 
distinguish it from any other of the same name. 5. the location of each place in its 
root, with the modern name (if identificirt). But the most prominent distinction of this 
work is the analytical subordination of each English word to its proper Hebrew and 
Greek original, with its literal meaning, so as to enable the reader to distinguish from 
each other various things denoted in the English Bible by the same word. The work 
is a strong volume in large quarto, and contains 1090 pages in clear type on good 
paper. The price of the same is $3.65. To be had at Concordia Publishing House. 
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|. America. 


New Departure? If the matter were not too serious, one would only have to laugh 
at the clamor that is now being raised that the doctrine of the election of grace of the Missouri 
Synod is a new one, one that Professor Walther has only now raised - new theory, new departure, 


change of base. The gentlemen who raise this clamor give themselves a certificate of poverty. 


Piedad ek let ede oa eee eS Nel 
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Word and our confession. Of course, nothing else could be expected from the theological 
proletarians of the "Church Friend"; for until recently a large number of General Synod pastors 
did not even know the Concordia formula by name. But what shall we say of others? In 


the list of those who join in this clamor ----------------------------------------- from the — General 


Council, we must also list Dr. Sei8. It is important that the names of all these great gentlemen 
of the Nachwett should not be concealed. Whether Mr. Sei®B joins in the clamor out of ignorance 
or out of malice is an open question. We do not like to attribute it to malice, and are more inclined 
to believe that he cannot understand the matter. - That our doctrine is a new one, raised by 
Professor Walther, and only now raised by him, has already been rejected from several sides. 
To the above we add a few further remarks. Forty years ago, when the immigrant Saxon 
theologians (in St. Louis and Perry County, Mo.), the later co-founders of the Missouri Synod, 
were driven more into the symbolical books and into Luther's writings, in consequence of 
experienced attacks, they also came to greater clearness in this doctrine. In particular, it was 


also Luther's writing de servo arbitrio that they studied diligently because of a false interpretation 


of it on the part of one man. If the intuitu fide was not rejected, it was because they were 
convinced (as we still believe) that the theologians who used it did not understand it 
synergistically, and because it was not yet interpreted according to lowa's doctrine of self- 
determination. Let the gentlemen screamers therefore take note: The doctrine of election by 
grace, which we hold on the basis of Scripture according to our confession, was already held 
according to the confession by the Saxon founders of the Missouri Synod before it came into 
being. The writer heard this from the same pastor Aber in confirmation class in 1845; he said, 
among other things, that one should not say: | am chosen because | believe, but: | believe 
because | am chosen, so that election precedes faith. It was therefore nothing new to the writer 
of this, when he later heard the same thing from Professor Walther. The latter never taught 
otherwise. The sermon in his postilion on the Sunday of Septuagint, to which the "Zeitschrift" has 
already called attention, was preached in 1852. And even in the forties he preached in this way, 


as can be seen from a sermon manuscript from 1843. Calumniare audacter, semper aliquid 


haeret. 
G. 


"Columbus Theological Monthly.” About this the "Witness of Truth" passes the 
following judgment: "A new English paper has made its appearance. It is edited by Prof. Loy at 
Columbus, Ohio, is to appear every 2 months, and is called, "Columbus Theological Magazine." 
The principal task he has set himself is to combat the doctrine of election by grace as advanced 
by Prof. Dr. Walther on the basis of the Concordia formula. Prof. Loy is a member of the Synodal 
Conference. Thus this new writing makes evident the seriousness of the controversy that has 
broken out. - The writer of this cannot approve of this enterprise, cannot wish it God's blessing. 
Prof. Loy is the second in the Synodal Conference to use his power to destroy the blessed work 
of this union, begun by God's grace. Prof. Schmidt was the first. The first article from his pen also 
makes it very clear that with such a mood it is hardly possible to work together any longer. God 
be commanded! His way is wonderful, but blessed at last. - In the Synodal Conference we should 
have shown the confused Lutheran church world that we can strive after the truth without 
arousing public anger. To be sure, Prof. Loy will say what Prof. Schmidt stated to justify his public 
appearance, namely, that the be- 
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The Synodal Conference offered an opportunity to protect the conscience. But apart from the 
fact that this accusation has not yet been proven with any sound reason, the Synodal Conference 
offered precisely the opportunity to preserve conscience. Both approved the agreement that all 
those involved entered into when the Synodal Conference was composed, namely, to monitor 
each other as brothers, but to take the path of brotherly love in the event of errors. We are most 
deeply saddened by the fact that Prof. Loy also raises the accusation of "Calvinism. He speaks 
of "Calvinistic elements." Why? Because in the full exposition of the doctrine there is, however, 
a point which Calvinists also pronounce. They, of course, then put a very different sense into it. 
What would Prof. Loy say if someone called his doctrine "papistic" for exactly the same reason? 
Are there not points in it which the Papists can pronounce just so? Yes, if someone wanted to 
make the accusation that Prof. Loy teaches just as the careless children of the world talk, such 
a person could do so with the same argument with which it is now to be shown that Missouri's 
teaching is Calvinistic. Prof. Loy knows the truth of the old perception: If two say the same thing, 
it is not yet the same thing. And to hold this difference fast, equity and love should have moved 
Prof. Loy to do so. If the Synodol Conference must cease its blessed work, history will one day 
also have to name Prof. Loy as one of those who without necessity have disturbed this work of 
God." Under this title a Christian journal is to appear every two weeks, the first number of which 
came out on February 17 of this year. It is edited and published by Dr. W. A. Passavant, 
Pittsburgh, Pa. at 55 9th street. The first and second numbers, which are before us, each bring 
an astonishing amount of instructive and interesting reading matter. Each number enchalteth 
eight large quarto sheets, conveniently furnished for reading. And this at the price of $1.25 for 
the whole volume, at $1.00 for preachers, students of theology, and preachers' widows. The 
goal, which the publisher has set for his journal, is the. promotion of active Christianity. May our 
dear Lord Christ grant that this journal may never forget that He Himself has said: Without me 
you can do nothing, and that, since one must eat in order to be able to work, the Lord, who calls 
and instructs to work, in whose service the magazine has placed itself, also wants to constantly 
give his workers the bread of heaven to eat, which consists in the revelation of His holy person 
and His beatific work, which He offers in the pure, unadulterated teaching of His Word, and from 
which alone the work activity can proceed, which is not merely Christian in name, but truly 
Christian. We hope that the honored editor will not misinterpret this friendly reminder. R. L. 

On the prospects of the Roman Church in America the "Katholische Kirchenzeitung" 
expresses itself as follows: "As is well known, in the German Empire, in France, and in other 
European countries, the Church has to suffer pressure and tribulation; the so-called Kulturkampf 
still does not want to come to an end, indeed the sword of Damocles hovers over all faithful 
servants of the Church who have not yet been reprimanded; but also in America, where 
according to our Constitution general freedom of religion and conscience is to prevail, there the 
Church will have to endure a storm, against which the previous attacks of the Knownothings, 
Puritans, and Infidels will be but child's play. Much has been said and written (especially in certain 
missionary reports) about the upswing of the Catholic Church in America, about its glorious 
progress and growth. But these are rosy dreams, which melt away into vain foams before the 
sooty reality. Admittedly, the Church has already celebrated many triumphs here too.... But the 
Church, 
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if we understand it as a world-conquering power that subdues nations under its mild and blessing 
scepter - the church as such has not yet made any progress in America, but rather lives here as 
the despised bride of the Lord. - She is esteemed equal to the wretched mobs of Babylonian 
origin; yea, she is yet placed among the sects and outgrowths of Babylon. It is once for all, under 
present circumstances, no favorable ground for the church of God here. - The church in the 
United States must therefore be content to preserve its own children in the midst of these chaotic 
and confused conditions, and to receive here and there a few individualities who, like the prodigal 
son, wish to return to the Father's house. We cannot expect anything else under the present 
circumstances. . .. This may sound somewhat pessimistic, but if all the signs in the political and 
religious spheres are not deceptive, a mighty storm is coming that will bless the threshing floor 
and inexorably sweep away everything that is not nailed down. There is chaff enough." 

As is well known, marriages between whites and Negroes are forbidden in many states. 
This is also the case in Texas, where entering into such a marriage is treated as a crime and 
punishable by imprisonment. Nevertheless, a certain Emil Frangois married a colored woman in 
Texas. He was tried for this and sentenced to 5 years in prison. He defended himself against this 
sentence by filing a petition for habeas corpus with the federal judge Woods. Woods has now 
ruled that the Texas law is in conflict with the 14th Amendment of the Federal Constitution and 
is invalid, so that the sentence against Frangois should be lifted and he should be set free. The 
same question has been tried in other federal courts, and has been decided in the opposite 
sense, namely, that the Fourteenth Amendment does not apply to the marriage question, and 
that the states are still entitled to determine the conditions of marriage and the impediments to 
marriage as they see fit. (A. d. W.) 


Il. Abroad. 


"Direct separation, but stay and fight." This is now the watchword of the best preachers 
in the national churches. Where the principle thus pronounced leads has been shown in Baden, 
among other places. The paper "Unter dem Kreuze" of Jan. 29 writes: "In an article ‘After Thirty 
Years' Pastor L. E. testifies in Nagel's Kirchenblatt that in the forties a decided Lutheran current 
was alive in the Baden Landeskirche in opposition to unbelief, which dreamed of victory for the 
Lutheran confession within the Landeskirche. Not separation, but struggle for the truth within the 
Union was the slogan, just as in the Hanoverian, Prussian, etc., Landeskirche. Landeskirche. 
And now after thirty years? Let us hear regional church witnesses from Baden: 'The struggle for 
the Lutheran confession, for the reintroduction of the Lutheran church book and catechism has 
completely ceased, the Lutheran dogma is no longer taken as a basis in the conferences, and 
one is completely content with the position and designation of positive Unirte.' But these are such 
Unirte who still hold to the faith in the Son of God who died for us, but who stand free in many 
other Lutheran doctrines of faith, e. g., in regard to the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, of baptism, 
of absolution, etc. Thus also by such 'Lutherans' a main part of the confession is given up, just 
as in Darmstadt, Prussia etc. But one cannot fight with bound arms. If we give up a part of the 
confession, we lose it completely." Even in the unirtevangelical church here in America there are 
men who are convinced of the truth of the Lutheran doctrine, and who pay homage to the same 
principle which those of Baden 
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..that they followed. Thus it will take the same course and the same end with them and their 
endeavors as it did with those. Ww. 

State and church discipline. In Bavaria, a Roman Catholic pastor had occasionally read 
from the pulpit the names of some of his parishioners who had not fulfilled their Christian Easter 
duty. Thereupon one of the persons concerned brought an action for libel against the priest, but 
this action was dismissed in the second instance by the Regional Court of Aschaffenburg and 
soon also in the third instance by the Higher Regional Court in Munich. It is clear from this that 
Bavaria recognizes the principle that the practice of church discipline in front of an assembled 
Christian congregation is not punishable, insofar as an insult to civil honor cannot be found in the 
handling of church discipline. (Allg. Kz. of Feb. 25) In America, too, those who are publicly 
disciplined in church are threatened now and then with recourse to the civil courts. Until now, 
however, only with rare exceptions have the latter dared to intervene against the church in such 
cases. The principle of the separation of Church and State, laid down in our Constitution, is still 
too vivid in the heart of the American. W. 

Convictions. In Luthardt's Allg. Kz. of Feb. 4 we read: "On January 12, the criminal court 
of the Regional Court of Hanover tried the deputy responsible editor of the newspaper "Unter 
dem Kreuze", Gerhold, pastor of the separated St. Petrigemeinde in Hanover. The charge was 
lése majesté, committed in an article in No. 43 of the paper in question. Pastor Gerhold was 
sentenced to six months' imprisonment. He will appeal against the verdict of the first instance. - 
On January 18, Pastor K. W. D. Pl aB of Serrahn in Mecklenburg-Schwerin was sentenced to 
imprisonment and a fine by the criminal division of the district court of Giistrow for corporal 
punishment and deprivation of liberty of a 12-year-old girl. 

Denmark and the Elementary Schools. The radicals, who are also very active in 
Denmark, are trying to exert a decisive influence on the reform of the school system that is in 
prospect for Denmark. Recently, for the second time under Berg's leadership, they introduced a 
bill in the Reichstag on the reorganization of the elementary school system, by means of which 
religious instruction and clerical school supervision are to be removed. In the interest of personal 
freedom, compulsory school attendance is also to be abolished, in such a way that a child, if he 
or she has passed the examination before the school commission at the end of the year, "will be 
freed from the present daily burdensome control". A new proof of how these kind of law-makers 
regard the elementary school merely as an intellectual "filling machine." The new Minister of 
Culture Scavenius, on the other hand, asserted his conservative standpoint with vigor. He 
promised to submit a school law to the Reichstag in the next year, in which the state school would 
be retained, but still under the ecclesiastical school inspection, as well as under the retention of 
religious instruction; for he had to warn very seriously against all efforts which were directed 
toward the elimination of the Christian character of the elementary school. (Luth. Kz. of Feb. 11). 

Association against false liberalism and Jewish spirit. A "Christian-German Reform 
Association" has been formed in Elberfeld, which recently held its first public meeting. The 
association, which "stands on the ground of Christianity and love for the emperor and the empire," 
considers its task to be the "fight against false liberalism and the Jewish spirit, whose influence 
has caused such great distress in the entire public life of our people. 

Necrological. On 10 Feb. of this year Prepositus H. O. Kohler in Picher in Mecklenburg- 
Schwerin 52 years old. 


Doctrine and Defense. 


Volume 27. May 1881. No. 5. 


The Synergistic Pelagian Doctrine of Grace Election. 


Two main paths lead away from the right doctrine of the election of grace. One 
of them leads to the right, namely, when, with the Calvinists, an absolute arbitrary 
election of some men to salvation, as well as of some men to damnation, is taught. 
The other of these principal errors leads to the left, namely, when, with the 
synergists, a choice is taught which is based on something in man. In the former 
error, God is made the cause of man's damnation; in the latter, man is made the 
cause of his salvation. 

It is difficult to say which of the two errors is the worse. Dr. Konrad 
Schliisselburg, in Book V of his Catalogue Haereticorum, which deals with the error of 
the synergists, makes this Augustinian motto his motto: "If one errs in ascribing too 
much to God and too little to us, then one errs in a pious way. For if one has erred 
here, then at the same time many articles and the ground of blessedness: itself fall 
away, and the most noble principal of the gracious forgiveness of sins is shaken. 
For all that is imputed to free will in the conversion of man is subtracted from divine 
grace; according to that proverb of the ancients, 'Patrons of nature become enemies 
of grace.' In relation to this, Augustine says (in the 2nd B. of Original Sin, Cap. 24.), 
'Grace (gratia) is not grace in any way, unless it is freely given (gratia) in 


*) "Si in hoc erramus, quod Deo nimium, nobis autem parum tribuimus, tum pie 


erramus." (S. Catal. haeret. Francof. 1598. title-page.) It goes without saying that 
Schlisselburg, with Augustin, understands the "too much" not of evil, but only of good. 
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in every way.' *) This our Luther knew very well, and he often inculcated it. Acting on 
free will, he wrote thus in the 36th Assertion: 'In the other articles, of the Pabbacy, of 
the Conciliarities, of Indulgences, and other unnecessary antics, the levity and folly 
of the Pabbacy and his is to be borne; but in this article, which is the best of all, and 
of our things the highest, it is to be mourned and lamented that wretched men are so 
frenzied." (Av6pwmoloyiac s. Disput. XXI. 2.) When, therefore, Luther in the 

When, on April 15, 1518, he went on business of his order to Heidelberg, where a 
convention was to be held, and he saw here a good opportunity to break ground for 
the truth, he wrote 40 theological and philosophical conclusions for the purpose of a 
public disputation. In the former, the main subject was the doctrine of free will. The 
13th Conclusion read: "Free will after the Fall is nothing but a mere title, and when it 
does what is in its power, it sins mortally." **) Now, however dissatisfied the present 
self-righteous monkish flock was with Luther's theses and their oral arguments, and 
however little edified by this subject the present humanists were, who otherwise went 
so decidedly with Luther against papal hierarchism and superstition, it soon became 
evident that Luther had chosen the right subject. Such serious men as Brenz, 
Schnepf, Billicanus, and even Bucer, who by God's providence were also present, 
were just thereby won for the Reformation forever, and the right foundation was laid 
for the Reformation of the Palatinate. How firmly Luther was convinced that the 
doctrine of free will was the one on which the work of the Reformation depended 
above all, he testifies in his writing, "That free will is nothing." Of the great humanist 
Erasmus, compelled by his ,,4iarpif7 de libero arbitrio" (treatise on free will) to 
elaborate his writing "De servo arbitrio" (of the servile will), Luther writes namely at 
the conclusion: "So | must also praise and extol you that you alone, before all others, 
have taken up the matter with my adversaries, that is, have touched the summa of 
the matter and have not troubled me with strange loose dealings about the papacy, 
about purgatory, about indulgences, and the like, with which almost all the enemies 
of the Gospel have hitherto wanted to drive me about, though uselessly and in vain. 
You are the one and only man who once saw the main aim and the main reason of 
this whole matter and who, in this struggle, has wanted to 


*) "Gratia non est gratia ullo modo, si non gratis datur omni modo." 
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..and grab the fighter by the throat. For this reason | also thank you from the bottom 
of my heart." (Luther's Works. Walch, XVIII, 2482.) Thus Luther placed the point of 
free will so high in his entire teaching, and accordingly he considered every 
synergistic-Pelagian error to be so weighty in comparison with the pure doctrine of 
free will! Certainly with reason. And all the more so, since synergism usually appears 
very stupid and bashful, does not want to be what it is, makes its appearance in all 
kinds of disguises and veilings on the scene of the church, especially that of the 
orthodox, and, since all men come into the world as arch-Pelagians, immediately 
gets applauding disciples the multitude, while the great troop of all unconverted men 
is kept away from those who, in denying every synergy, i. e., every participation of 
man in the free will, are in the same position. The great mass of all unconverted men 
turn away in disgust, as from a monstrosity, from those who are consistent in the 
denial of all synergy, that is, of all human participation in the work of their conversion 
and beatification, and who are in earnest in the rejection of all human synergy. 

But, praise be to God, our Church, in her confession, passes right through the 
middle between the Scylla and Charybdis of the Calvinistic-absolute and the 
synergistic-Pelagian doctrine of the election of grace, as two equally dangerous 
extremes which nullify the teaching of the Gospel. 

For what are the doctrines which the Formula of Concord itself calls the 
antitheses of its doctrine of the election of grace? They are found in the first part of 
the 11th article, in the Epitome, where it says, among other things: 

"Accordingly, we reject the following fallacy: 

"001 As when it is taught that God would not that all men should repent and 
believe the gospel. 

"2. Item, when God calls us to himself, that it is not his earnest that all men 
should come to him. 

"(3) Item, that God would not have any man to be saved, but, without regard to 
their sin, by the mere counsel, purpose, and will of God, hath ordained them to be 
damned, that they cannot be saved. 

"Item 4: That not only the mercy of God, and the most holy merit of Christ, but 
also in us is a cause of God's election, for which God hath chosen us unto eternal 
life." (Muller, p. 557. § 16-20.) 

While the Concordia formula here under No. 1. 2. 3. evidently rejects the 
Calvinian doctrine of an absolute election of grace and wrath as the first extreme and 
as the first antithesis to its own doctrine of election of grace, under No. 4. it evidently 
rejects the synergistic Pelagian doctrine of election of grace as the other extreme 
and as the other antithesis to its own doctrine of election of grace. Both deviations 
and falsifications of the pure doctrine of the Word of God concerning the election of 
grace. 
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rejects them with equal firmness, and with equal holy earnestness and abhorrence; 
continuing thus: 

"Which are all blasphemous and dreadful erroneous doctrines, whereby 
Christians are deprived of all the comfort they have in the holy Gospel and use of the 
holy Sacraments, and on that account ought not to be tolerated in the churches of 
God." (A. a. O. § 21.) 

That the Concordia formula under No. 4. really means, rejects and condemns 
the synergistic-Pelagian doctrine of the election of grace of Melanchthon and his stiff 
followers, there can be no doubt about it, because first of all the "Corpus doctrinae" 


Philippicum a. 0., smuggled in by the Philippists during their rule, was rejected precisely 
because of this. a.o. was rejected and the Concordia Book was accepted in its place, 
a.o. precisely because that "Corpus doctrinae" contained this synergistic-Pelagian 
doctrine of election by grace. This is reported by Leonhard Hutter in his "Concordia 
Concors," in which he lists as the reason for not accepting Melanchthon's "Corpus 


Doctrinae" among other things the following errors of Melanchthon contained therein: 
"He places election not only in God's will and mercy, but partly in man's will; for he 
expressly says: 'In man there is and must be some cause why some are chosen to 
salvation, others rejected and condemned.’ *) And again: 'Since the promise is 
universal, and in God there are no wills contradicting each other, there must 
necessarily be in us' (this Hutter himself emphasizes) 'some cause of difference why 
a Saul is rejected, a David accepted; that is, there must necessarily be in these two 
some unequal action. **) (In the locus of free will.) 


‘) "In homine esse et esse oportere causam aliquam, cur alti ad salutem eligantur, alii 
abjiciantur et damnentur." 

*S) "Cum promissio sit universalis, nec sint in Deo contradictoriae voluntates, necesse 
est in nobis esse aliquam discriminis causam, cur Saul abjiciatur, David recipiatur, hoc est, 
necesse est esse aliquam actionem dissimilem in his duobus.” - it is curious what Jac. Runge 
writes to Andrea in 1584 about a conversation held with Melanchthon in 1555. "One thing," writes 
Runge, "he (Mel.) regretted (sponte) to me without being asked, that he had spoken unseemly in 
it, where he said: 'In us be the cause of inequality, that a Saul be rejected, a David accepted.’ He 


said that by this he had not violated the article of free will, but the article of justification, since he 
should have said that there was 'some cause in us that a David should be converted, a Saul not.’ 


Which, however, must also be well (dextre) understood." (S. Balthasar's "Historie des Torgischen 


Buchs," V, 31.) Melanchthon thus thought that one could rather say that in man there was a cause 
of his conversion, than of his justification or election; for, he thought quite right, if one put a cause 
of the latter in man, one thereby denied that they were pure acts of grace. But that he 
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The following emblems of Philip (Melanchthon) are diametrically opposed to the 
orthodox doctrine of free will: "1. Let the cause be in us, why some consent to the 
promise of grace, and others do not. *).. (6) ‘In conversion these (3) causes concur: 
the word of God; the Holy Spirit, whom the Father and Son send to inflame our hearts; 
and our wills assenting to the word of God and not opposing it. (See the locus of free 
will.) 7. In the same locus are cited some sayings of the ancients which speak in favor 
of free will, e. g.: 'You have only to will, and God will go before you.’ Further: 'God 
draws, but he who wills.’ Further, 'While grace goes before, the will accompanies." 
+) (Concordia concors, 1690. p. 345. f.) 

In addition to this, there is this: it is a fact that the antithesis under No. 4. is not 
yet in the "Torgian Book", this last preliminary work of the Concordia Formula, but 
that it was only incorporated into the Concordia Formula at the express request of 
the opponents of all synergism in 1577 in Bergen Monastery, in order to block the 
way for all synergists into our orthodox church forever. tt) As nam- 


Melanchthon, who believed that he could speak of a cause of conversion in man without violating 
the article, had his reason in his false doctrine of free will. To Melanchthon's words (betraying his 


uncertainty here), "Which, however, must also be understood (dextre quoque)," even the 


Erlangen professor Frank adds: "Indeed, but certainly dextre - one sees that Melanchthon felt 
how momentous these assertions were." (The Theol. of the Concordia Formula. |, 132.) 


*) "Esse in nobis causam, cur alii promissioni gratiae assentiantur, alii non." 


*“The Philippists themselves tried to justify Melanchthon by saying that he only meant that 
the will of man was the causa materialis, i.e., the subject to be converted. But Hutter remarks: 
"That he speaks of the working causes is attested by his rhetorical booklets, where Philip instructs 
the youth thus: 'The working causes of faith are the Holy Spirit and the consenting will." (Lib. 


Conc, explic. 1611. p. 201.) 
t) Cf. the Concordia Book p. 608. 610. 
(Hist. mot. Ill, 254.) For in these articles, many otherwise excellent men had allowed 
themselves to be misled by Melanchthon's high reputation. (Hist. mot. III, 254.) For in these 


articles many otherwise excellent men had allowed themselves to be misled by Melanchthon's 
high reputation. After all, even Selneccer had formerly been a synergist, and as a Philippist had 
had to depart from Jena in 1568, along with St6éBel, and seek his refuge in Leipzig (loc. cit. p. 


132), and yet Selneccer still wanted to introduce the Melanchthonian synergistic "Corpus 


doctrinae" and abolish the "Corpus Julium" in 1570 as General Superintendent at Wolfenbiittel, 
for which reason Chemnitz sued him before Duke Julius, but as a result of which Chemnitz fell 
out of favor with the Duke, who held Selneccer very high, and was dismissed from the Consistory. 
(S. Léscher's Innocence. Nachrr. Jahrg. 1737, pp. 383-406. where the whole correspondence 
between Chemnitz and the Duke can be read). 
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hen on August 9, 1576, the Brunswick theologians, among whom were Martin 
Chemnitz and Timotheus Kirchner as leaders, were assembled in Riddagshausen by 
order of Duke Julius, in order to give their "censure" on the Torgian Book on the basis 
of a renewed examination of it and to record their desiderata for the purpose of the 
final revision, the assembled finally gave, among other things, the following in writing: 
"In the article de praedestinatione it would also be good that, among others, this point 
be mentioned, since some teach that causa electionis" (cause of election). In the 
article de praedestinatione it would also be good that, among others, this point be 
mentioned, since some teach that causa electionis (the cause of election) "is not only 
Dei misericordia" (God's mercy), "but also that in hominibus ipsis fei aliqua electionis 
causa" (that also in men themselves there is some cause of election). (S. L. Hutter 


Concordia Concors, p. 405 f.) 

The faithful theologians of Brunswick, Chemnitz and Kirchner in the lead, 
considered it absolutely necessary that this point be mentioned, not only for 
Melanchthon's sake, but also for the sake of his followers, since many of 
Melanchthon's admirers, who meant well and did not want to deviate from Luther's 
teachings, were still entangled in Melanchthon's synergism. The Philippist Joh. 
Pfeffinger, professor at Leipzig, who died in 1573, following his teacher, wrote, among 
other things: "From this it follows that between the elect and the reprobate some 
distinction is to be made by our will, namely, that those who resist the promise are 
rejected, but on the contrary those who seize the promise are accepted. "*) The same 
writes: "If the will were idle and behaved purely passively, there would be no 
distinction between the pious and the impious, or between the elect and the 
reprobate, as between Saul and David, between Judas and Peter." +) The excellent 
Dr. Joachim MGrlin (¢ 1571) writes in his "Confessio" that the synergists of his time set 
up the following syllogism, among others, against the orthodox: "If God is not the 
cause of perdition, but men themselves, it follows that men also have some cause of 
blessedness in themselves. Now 


*) "Sequitur, aliquod discrimen inter electos et rejectos a voluntate nostra 
sumendum, videlicet repugnantes promissioni rejici, e contra vero amplectentes 
promissionem recipi." (Schlisselburg's Qatal V, 180.) With reason Prof. Frank writes: 
"Pfeffinger's doctrine may readily be called Semipelagianism. Pfeffinger goes beyond 
Melanchthon." (The Th. of Concordienf. |, 137.) With the same right, however, the aforesaid also 
says the following:. "The path taken by Melanchthon has thus, however, led to the goal. The 
contradictions are solved. But let us look around to see where we are! We stand - in the Roman 
camp!" (p. 133 f.) 

+) "Voluntas si otiosa esset seu haberet se pure passive, nullum esset discrimen 
inter pios et impios, seu electos et damnatos, ut inter Saulem et Davidem, inter 
Judam et Petrum." (Schliisselburg 1. e. p. 192.) 
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But corruption is ascribed to men. So in the same way also blessedness." 
(Schlisselburg, I. 0. p. 214.) 

These few quotations from the synergistic writings published before the 
Concordia Formula may suffice for this time to prove against which then cursing 
heresies the 4th antithesis of the Il. article of the Concordia Formula is directed. 
Space does not permit more to be said this time. But does not this antithesis look only 
too similar to the antithesis of some of our opponents in the present doctrine of 
election by grace? Prof. Loy, in the second number of his theological "Magazine," has 
most clumsily set this forth, when, on page 93, he chastises us as a heresy for 
teaching that the election of grace was not made in consideration of "man's [conduct 


in reference to the grace and salvation offered." We reserve it, however, for the next issue 
of this periodical, to prove in more detail that some of our opponents, partly veiled, 
partly evident, consciously or unconsciously (God knows), oppose to us a synergistic 
Pelagian doctrine of the election of grace, which not only our Confession, but also the 
dogmatists of our Church, which they pretend to want to follow, have most decidedly 
rejected, and that we therefore at present take the same position against some of our 
opponents, as the authors and confessors of the Concordia formula once did three 
hundred years ago against the synergistic Philippists, or those first cryptocalvinists 
before 1577. W. 
(To be continued.) 


On the wrong and the right notion of choice. 


In the present struggle, which we hope will soon be ended by God's grace, two 
different concepts of election confront each other, as will already have become clear 
to our honored readers. Those who have risen up to fight against us say: God has 
chosen in view of faith. Let us take a closer look at this concept of election. 

God chose in regard to faith, i.e., when God wanted to choose men for 
salvation, he had all men pass before his face (to speak humanly), and those whom 
he found in faith he chose. Election, according to this concept, is essentially a judicial 
judgment (actus forensis), which is why justification is always used as an analogy. As 
justification, they say, presupposes faith, so also election presupposes faith. And 
because we do not want to put faith before election, it has been said repeatedly that 
we are damaging the doctrine of justification. It is just tacitly supposed that "election" 
and "justification" are approximately the same terms. 
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Although the doctrine of election is in dispute, in refuting our doctrine of election, they 
speak of justification. The analogy of faith is invoked for this strange modus procedendi. 
As if the analogy of faith demanded that, if faith is to be presupposed in justification, 
the same must be done in election! 

But we must take a still sharper view of the "God has chosen in respect of faith. 
Our opponents, after all, usually*) speak of election to blessedness, of election as the 
final, definite destiny to blessedness. Now itis to be said, "God hath chosen in respect 
of persevering faith." Election is not merely faith, but persevering faith. Election is a 
judicial sentence in regard to persevering faith. God sees (to speak humanly) all men 
before him. Whom shall he elect to eternal life? Men whom he sees as sinners before 
him? No, for God's eyes see according to faith. People whom he sees as believers 
before him? No, not even as such, for only those who persevere to the end will be 
blessed, and yet election is the final destiny to blessedness. So the actual object of 
election remains those men who are still believers at their last breath. So election in 
the proper sense must be preceded by persevering faith. Election has to do with men 
who have kept faith in signo rationis divinae to the end. Election, inasmuch as it is the 
final destination of certain persons before others to salvation, does not include faith, 
and that is persevering faith, but presupposes it. 

This choice must be found in the sedes doctrinae Rom. 8. Eph. 1. 1 Pet. 1. 
because we want to stay with the "fathers". Let us now briefly examine this concept 
of election in the light of Scripture. Its untenability is at once apparent, if the notion be 
really held. Let us look at Eph. 1, where it says, in v. 4, "as he hath chosen us in the 
same," that is, in Christ. But "in Christ" is to mean, "in Christ taken by persevering 
faith." So, in the sense of the theory, we gain the sentence, "God hath chosen us in 
view of this, that we would be in Christo by persevering faith." But the "God hath 
chosen us" has with it not only the "in Christ," but also "that we should be holy," etc., 
as a nearer determination. We have now the following thought, "God hath chosen us 
to holiness in view of Christ taken by persevering faith." The 


*) We say mostly, because hitherto our opponents have mostly quoted from those 
dogmatists who let the actual scriptural concept of election be election in regard to persevering 
faith. It has not yet been made clear enough whether one wants to hold on to this concept as the 
supposedly scriptural one or whether one wants to teach it in the manner of Tibingen. Cf. April 
issue p. 101 f. 
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Sanctification, then, comes only as a result of persevering faith. It says further in v. 
5: "And hath ordained us to filial adoption unto Himself through Jesus Christ." The 
"us" here are, of course, the same people as the "us" in v. 4, those chosen under the 
foreknowledge of persevering faith. We thus gain the thought that the ordinance to 
filial adoption is in view of persevering faith. Let us also compare 1 Pet. 1. York says 
v. 1. 2:"To the elect strangers . . . according to the providence of God the Father, by 
sanctification of the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Christ." 
"According to the provision of God the Father" we interpret in the sense of the theory 
to mean "according to the foreknowledge of persevering faith. "*) "Sprinkling of the 
blood of Christ" we want to understand with "old and new" of daily justification in the 
sense of the fifth petition. Thus (not to mention the other provisions at first) the 
thought results: "Elect in view of persevering faith ... for justification, for daily 
remission of sins." What a series of thoughts! What destruction of all Christian 
comfort! One attains to justification, to filiation, to sanctification, only in consequence 
of persevering faith. The certainty of the daily forgiveness of sins, of sonship with 
God, is suspended by theory, if it be taken as it is, until the last moment of life. - Yes, 
in that persevering faith is put before the choice, and yet, according to Scripture, one 
must speak of a choice to sanctification, to filiation, to the sprinkling of the blood of 
Christ, sanctification, filiation, justification, are actually taken out of this life and 
transferred to that life. 

And these are not consequences imputed to the doctrine of the opponent, but 
are positively expressed. It is said, "God hath chosen in respect of persevering faith," 
and does not deny that it must be added, "unto holiness," "unto adoption," "unto the 
sprinkling of the blood of Christ." These latter provisions the Scriptures expressly 
give, and we cannot refuse to include them in the notion of election. So in express 
words, an election to filial adoption, to justification at the instigation of persevering 
faith. This desperate state of affairs escapes the advocates of election in view of 
persevering faith only by the fact that, when they think of election in view of 
persevering faith, they temporarily forget the proximate determinations "to filial 
adoption," "to sprinkling of the blood of Christ," etc., and conversely, when they speak 
of election "to filial adoption," &c., they let persevering faith go in thought, and simply 
put faith. F. P. 


*) On Luther's interpretation of "Versehung" or "Vorsehung" cf. "L. u. W." 1880, p. 136 f. 
(Conclusion follows.) 
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(Submitted. ) 
On the Apology of the 11th Article of the Formula of 
Concord. 


In No. 2 of the "Columbus Theological Magazine" there is an article by Prof. Loy 


entitled "The Formula of Concord on Predestination." The first part, which has been 
published so far, deals with the first three sections of the 11th article of the Formula 
of Concord: 1) Epit. § 2-5. Decl. § 3-8; 2) Epit. § 6-9. Decl. § 9-24; 3) Epit. § 6-11. Decl. § 
25-33. The entire treatise is polemic against the new departure of Missouri. This polemic 
is of such a nature that it does not actually require a serious rebuttal. For, in the first 
place, Prof. Loy does not contribute anything new, but only repeats the well-known 
exegesis of our opponents. In the second place, he does not take the trouble to evolve 
his theory from the individual words and sentences of the Confession and their 
connection, but contents himself for the most part with citing certain paragraphs and 
adding a short question or remark of the kind: "How is it possible to understand these 
words differently than - | understand them?" - or It is obvious, that ... and now follows 


his ceterum censeo. Thirdly, it does not even occur to him to examine and discuss the 
reasons on which we have based our interpretation of the Concordia formula, but he 
only picks out a few main propositions from our publications and gives the assurance 
that such a thing is obviously not taught in the Concordia formula. The matter stands 
thus: Missouri, which from the beginning has set forth the doctrine of election by grace 
in the words of the Formula of Concord, is the part attacked; in our publications in 
"Lehre und Wehre," also in the "Lutheraner," in the minutes of the Chicago 
Conference, in three synodal reports of the Western District, etc., the 11th article of 
the Formula of Concord has been explained in detail and defended against the 
expositions of the opponents. Now it is obviously the task of all new opponents to 
respond to this status quo and to reject and invalidate, if possible, not only some of our 
propositions, but our reasons and proofs. It is more than naive when a theological 
journal ignores the actual motives of the pro and contra and intends to promote the 
cause it defends with a light, superficial raison d'étre. Such polemics lack theological 
seriousness, and one can hardly suppress the suspicion that other factors might be 
at work here than zeal for the allegedly endangered truth. But one also misses in Prof. 
Loy's article the right Christian seriousness. This is the last charge we bring against 
him: he distorts our doctrine so grossly and atrociously that, as often as we read and 
consider his accusations, the question arises again and again: how can an honest 
Christian get it over his conscience to proclaim such palpable untruths to the world? 
From 
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For the reasons stated, we could justifiably let the essay in question pass us by in 
silence and wait until a thorough, serious and honest polemic really combats our 
position in earnest. However, since the smooth, dexterous form of that article might 
at first glance captivate some, and in order that it may become more and more 
apparent before all eyes what tactics our opponents employ, we shall subject the 
most essential moments of this latest commentary on the 11th article of the Concordia 
formula to a brief inspection. By means of individual examples, we want to prove that 
the accusations and charges that have just been raised against Prof. Loy are well- 
founded. 

We begin with the final complaint and charge, which is that our position has 
been distorted and reversed. Throughout the treatise the strictest Calvinistic doctrine 
of predestination is laid to the charge of the new departure of Missouri. It is said, pp. 68, 


70, 85, etc., that we taught "absolute foreordination" and "unconditional salvation." That 
we speak of an election to faith, Prof. Loy cannot and will not understand otherwise 
than that we, like Calvin, place faith outside the proper decree of election. Is this really 
his earnest, honest conviction, that we assume an unconditional beatitude, that is, 
deny that beatitude is conditional on faith? Has he really not read the passages in our 
publications in which we affirm the contrary? Can he or will he not comprehend what 
we mean when we say that God has determined to make us, all of us, and every 
person of the elect, blessed by faith, and that therefore faith belongs to the decision 
of election? On p. 82, Prof. Loy polemicizes against the innovators who allow only a 
small number of men to be preferred and favored by God; with these "innovators" he 
points throughout his article to the Missourians, and in this connection, in this 
contrast, he now gives his readers to consider that Christ did not shed his precious 
blood only for such a small group of favorites, that Word and Sacrament, the means 
of grace and salvation, are intended for all men. Whoever reads this is forced to 
assume that the Missourians deny the universal will of grace, the universal salvation, 
the universal calling. He foists upon us the thought that the few elect are brought to 
Christ and salvation by an act of divine omnipotence, while the others are deprived 
of the necessary grace and power to come to Christ. Opponents who operate with 
such gross falsifications and distortions (and Prof. Loy could and must have known 
better) give their opponents full right to break off the polemic against their omissions. 
It is something else when opponents, caught in their conscience, reproach us that our 
doctrine is questionable and leads to Calvinism, that it is inconsistency for us to stand 
beside the’ particulate 
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We do not believe in the election of grace, as we understand it, nor in the general will 
of grace, and so on. (Prof. Loy, however, speaks similarly in another article), than 
when opponents put the most disdainful Calvinistic heresies directly into our minds 
and mouths, in spite of our congenial statements and assurances, which Prof. Loy 
does in the present article. *) 

But that Prof. Loy brings nothing new, does not substantiate the old hypotheses 
more deeply, and ignores our reasons, will become clear if we follow the train of 
thought of his Commentary on the first part of the 11th Article of the Formula of 
Concord. In the first section, in the discussion of § 2-5 of the Epit. and § 3-8 of the 
Decl. he emphasizes the different meanings of the word "election of grace". He also 
believes to have found in the distinction between election in the broader sense or 
election of means and election in the narrower sense or election of persons the key 
to the right understanding of the whole article, especially of § 8 5 and 8 of the Decl. 
How the word "election," i. e., "election to eternal life," can come to mean "ordinance 
of the means of salvation," and with what right the writers of the Confession use the 
word quite arbitrarily once in the one sense and once in the other, indeed, why these 
quite different, disparate terms "setting up the way of salvation" and "election of 
persons" are summarized without further ado under one terminus, Mr. Pros. Loy does 
not elaborate. Otherwise the orthodox teachers of the church, especially in public 
confessional writings, have set forth the pure doctrine in clear, firm terms, and with 
words that correspond exactly to their terms. Such an iridescent, fluctuating term as 
the word "election" in the sense of the opponents, such a designation that 
corresponds as little to their term as the word "election" does to the term "ordinance 
of means," is in itself suspicious, and at first sight gives the impression of a makeshift 
bridge that one has built for oneself. If, however, the defender of this double concept 
reproaches us, especially Dr. Walther, that according to our interpretation there are, 
strictly speaking, also different meanings of the word "choice" in the meaning of the 
term "ordinance of means," then we are to be held responsible. If, however, the 
defender of this double concept reproaches us, especially Dr. Walther, with the fact 
that, according to our interpretation, there are, strictly speaking, also different 
meanings of the word "election" in § 5 and § 8, see pp. 74 and 75, he misinterprets 
the statement of § 5" as if election here presupposed filiation, whereas, in fact 


*No. 8 of "Old and New" has also begun to treat the 11th article of the Concordia 
formula. In the entrance it is equally disputed, as if we denied that beatification is conditional on 
faith. In the beginning it is argued as if we denied that beatification is conditional on faith, and as 
if we excluded faith altogether from election. The remainder of the book shows how Huber's 
opponents understood the Formula of Concord, and thus answers the question of how the 
Lutheran Church understood its confession at the time of the adoption of the Formula of Concord. 
The authors and closest contemporaries of the Formula of Concord, Chemnitz, Kérner, Kirchner, 
etc., to ask for their interpretation and to give the answer from their other writings or only to take 
into account what we have communicated about it, for easily explainable reasons, Prof. Schmidt 
shows no desire and inclination to do so. 
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The enclosed saying Eph. 1, "hath ordained us to filial piety," exactly determines the 
relation of election to filial piety. We are elected to filiation and to blessedness, and 
therefore election, according to § 8, is the cause of blessedness, and of all that 
belongs to it, thus also of filiation. In § 3-5 the Concordia formula simply says that 
providence extends to all men, good and evil, and election to the children of God, who 
are chosen to eternal life. And since filiation precedes blessedness, it is an election 
of the children of God to eternal life, or, which is the same thing, an election to filiation 
and blessedness.) 

To prove the double meaning of the word "election," Prof. Loy cit. epit. § 6. 7. 


12. 13. and Sol. Deel. § 67. and 68. and believes that he has shown by mere citation 
that a particular election, such as he imputes to us, does not fit this, while one of his 
two elections always suffices for this or that expression of the confession. First, it is 
to be observed that the paragraphs cited do not contain any definition or description 
of election at all, but deal with how we Christians use election, accept God's eternal 
election, from which we become certain of our election, where and how we are to 
seek and recognize our election. And there it is taught that we are to seek our election 
in the gospel which goes forth to all men, in Christ the book of life, in Christ who calls 
all sinners to Himself, to know our election from the gospel of Christ. And all men are 
exhorted to hear Christ, to believe in Christ. Our confession, of course, says both that 
Christ calls all sinners to Himself, and that God demands faith, and only through faith 
will He make us blessed. But our interpretation would contradict this twofold 
statement only if we really denied the general calling and excluded faith from 
beatification. Prof. Loy imputes both to us. He octroirts us an unconditional salvation, 


and says that, according to our view, "the glad tidings must be limited to the favored few." 
Both are manifest falsifications. We do not deny the proposition which our adversary 
brings against us: "That God in his eternal counsel hath determined that apart from 
them which know his Son Christ, and truly believe in him, he will save no man." We 
have ever maintained that God, because he has established this principle, this 
standard, in his counsel, should save all and every person of his 


*For the rest, let it be remembered that it is a very common usage to name the object of 
an action after the very thing that is brought about by the action. For example, Marc. 13:20, "for 
the elect's sake, whom he hath chosen," and Luc. 1:17, "to prepare for the Lord a ready people," 
and in the third article, "as he gathereth all Christendom," and so forth. - But it is evidently not 
meant to say that the elect were already elect before the election, that the people were already a 
prepared people before the preparation, that the whole of Christendom existed before the 
gathering. 
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We do not deny that God earnestly desires to help all men and calls all sinners to 
Christ through the gospel. We do not deny that God earnestly desires to help all men 
and calls all sinners to Christ through the gospel. We only refrain from trying to 
reconcile the general will of grace with the particular election of grace by means of 
our reason. We deny that the purpose and principle of God to make men blessed at 
all precisely in the way of faith, as well as the general calling, is identical with the 
election of grace. We say, according to the Formula of Concord, that we must seek 
and recognize our election in Christ, that we must hear the gospel by which God 
earnestly calls all, that we must repent, believe, and live holy, and only in this case 
may we reckon ourselves among the elect whom God has just also chosen to 
repentance, faith, and sanctification, and that God just in this way makes us certain 
of our election and leads us to the blessedness intended for us. This is how we 
understand the paragaphs quoted above, and in such an interpretation we need not 
do violence to any expression. If Prof. Loy had read or considered only one of our 
expositions, which develop the above thoughts more closely, he would not have 
been able to impute to us "such dialectic vaulting," p. 71. Now, for his part, he thinks 
he can do justice to the statements of those paragraphs with his double concept of 
election, and cover with one half what does not fit the other half. He has wisely 
contented himself with issuing the rule that the broader or narrower choice should 
be applied to the statements in question, according to need, and has not attempted 
any application. If we help a little here and put the theory into practice, the theory 
itself will dissolve into vapour and mist before our eyes. The statements that God 
has determined to make no one blessed outside of those who believe in Christ, Epit. 


§ 12, is evidently intended to describe election in the narrower sense, but election in 
the narrower sense, i.e. the decision to make blessed just those certain persons 
whose faith God foreknew, is something quite different from that general norm which 
sets faith as the condition of blessedness. In the same clause, the words, "as he 
hath not only promised such gracious election in mere words, but hath also sworn 
by oath, and sealed it with the sacraments," are intended to indicate election in a 
wider sense, that is, the choice of means. For by the phrase, "the gracious election is 


designed for all," p. 71. he clearly alludes to that "gracious election." But the words 
which precede that statement of the gracious election clearly enough designate an 
election of persons, of certain persons: "that we may know how we are chosen unto 
eternal life by pure grace without any merit of our own, and that no man can pluck 
us out of his hand"-and it is just this gracious election, our election, this certain 
election of persons, that God has made for us. 
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And so, in all passages in which election is mentioned, both the "choice of means" 
and the "choice of persons" based on foreseen faith would melt away. And so, in all 
passages where election is mentioned, both "the choice of means" and the choice of 
persons based on foreseen faith, as soon as the application is made, would melt 
away into nothing. 

Further, Prof. Loy appeals for his theory to § 13. 14. and 23. 24 of Sol. York, 
that the whole doctrine of the purpose, counsel, will, and ordinance of God, 
concerning our redemption, calling, justification, and beatitude, must be summed up, 
- that all this, our redemption, calling, etc., is comprehended in the doctrine of election 
to filiation and beatitude. Our adversary acts as if we had never said anything about 
the right understanding of these statements, ignores, as it were, our explanation of 
the expression "our redemption, calling," etc. (all this is just from the doctrine of 
election to filiation and blessedness). (all this is just spoken from the standpoint of 
the elect) and thinks with the question, "How is it possible to find anything else in 
these words than the choice of means?" p. 72 than to have dismissed the matter with 
a categorical dixi. 

Finally, however, Prof. Loy betrays his own secret doubts concerning the 
validity of the term "election of means," first in § 8 ber Sol. Decl. He admits, p. 77, the 
possibility that election in the narrower sense is also called a cause of filiation and 
blessedness, admittedly only a subordinate cause. In his opinion, then, it is possible 
that the Concordia formula, § 8, also means this: first, God foreknew the persevering 
faith of certain persons, and thereupon predestined them to blessedness-and this 
election, founded on such foreknowledge, is in turn the cause of conversion, hence 
also of faith, and so on. So God first foreknows faith and bases election on it; in turn, 
conversion, faith, is also founded on such election based on faith. Or, in view of faith, 
God works faith. We confess that here we lose hearing, seeing, thinking, and 
understanding. 

In the exposition of the contents of § 6-9 of the Epit. and § 9-24 of the Sol. Decl., 
Prof. Loy discusses in particular the known 8 points. We can be brief here. Our 
opponent here also stubbornly refuses to address in any way our reasons for limiting 
the "we," "us," "our" to the elect, taken from the introduction § 13 and 14 and the 
conclusion § 23 and 24, from the citation of Eph. 1, from the order of the expressions 
"so he chose, called, and justified," § 22. He seems to be quite unwilling to 
understand our statement that in these 8 points we are speaking only of the elect, but 
that the elect are led along the same path of salvation that God has fixed for all men; 
he cannot be dissuaded from the opinion that we are limiting the efficacy of grace 
and salvation to the elect. 
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means to the few favourites of God. We have always maintained: "The council of the 
redemption of the human race is the basis of the council of election," that is, in signo 
rationis preceding the election, e. g., p. 142 of "Lehre und Wehre" 1880. Prof. Loy, 
however, dictates to us the contrary opinion. He lets p. 80 the new Missouri departure 
assume that God first elected His favorites and then ordained that the human race should be 


truly redeemed and reconciled to God through Christ. He also abstracts entirely from what 
we have often said (cf., e. g., Prof. Pieper's preface to this year's volume of "Lehre 
und Wehre") concerning the hypothetical phrase "all those who in true repentance. . 
. Christum annehmen" § 18 and "where they hold to God's word" u. s. w. § 21. By 
thus disavowing all and every reason which we have given, by silence to death, he 
has, of course, acquired a kind of license not to give any counter-reasons. In this 
way he gets away with the assertion, which he did not put forward first, that those 8 
points describe the choice of means and that the choice of individuals emerges from 
this process. By this tactic of his we are saved the trouble of refuting his reasons, 
since in his omission one will search in vain for reasons and evidence. Or does 
anyone want to let the repetition of the bold assurance that praescivit § 23 means, in 


spite of the clementer, in spite of the "in graces considered," nevertheless "he has 
foreknown" p. 84 count as proof? 

In the third section, which deals with Epit. § 6-11, Decl. § 25-33, Prof. Loy sums 
up his understanding of the answer which the Concordia formula gives to the 
question, from what we can know our election? in the words: For as God elects those 
who are in Christ and continue in Him, we can be sure that while we are in Him the comfort 
of election is ours, whilst we may be equally sure that if we refuse to hear His voice we are 


not His sheep. (p. 88) Yes, we have enough of this, that we know: he that believeth 
shall be saved. With this he closes this part of the treatise, which consists mostly of 
quotations. That is, "to know the choice, to be sure of one's choice," that one knows: 
he who believes will be blessed. All emphasis is on the if - if | believe, | will be 
blessed. But whether | will persevere in faith, and thus attain to blessedness, | remain 
uncertain all my life. It is understandable that our opponents, in their theory of the 
praevisio fidei finalis, have absolutely no understanding of the knowledge and 
certainty of election from the Gospel. Only he who has persevered to the end can 
say: only now am | quite sure that | belong to the elect. It is evident how the opposing 
doctrine takes all juice and comfort out of our dear confession, and bases the whole 
work of our beatification on vain ifs and buts. In practice, this can take terrible 
revenge! G. St. 
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(Submitted.) 


The Status Controversiae. 


In this year's February issue of "Lehre und Lehre" (Doctrine and Teaching), 
page 54, Professor Walther declared the following to be the real point of controversy 
in the present doctrinal controversy: "Does the faith foreknown by God flow from the 
election of grace, or does the election of grace flow from the faith foreknown? Is the 
election of grace based on God's mercy and Christ's merit alone, or also on man's 
God-foreordained conduct? Can and should a believingChristian become and be 
certain of his election, and therefore of his blessedness, or can and should he not 
become and be certain of the same?" Prof. Walther adds that iv these sentences the 
dissent existing between us and our opponents in regard to the doctrine of the 
election of grace is pronounced, and that by God's grace we would represent nothing 
but the affirmative of the stated status controversiae, and defend it from God's Word 
and the confession of our church. 

Against this statement of the matter in dispute, Prof. C. H. L. Schutte, A. M., in 


No. 2 of the "Columbus Theological Magazine", raises a loud protest. He accuses Prof. 
Walther of having given "not a plain and fair statement of the existing differences" *). In 
particular, as far as the doctrinal position of the opponents was concerned, Walther 
had delivered "a vague and incorrect definition" **) and had thereby even exceeded "the 


limits of common equity" +). As Prof. Schtitte now seeks to substantiate these serious 
accusations in a lengthy discussion, occasionally peppering them with the 
kindnesses brought to the market by "Old and New", he himself sets about 
establishing the points of difference, which he finally summarizes in three sentences 
as "Status Controversiae reconstructed" and recommends to general attention. 

It is no small sin of which our dear Prof. Walther is accused. For the distortion 
of the point of contention and the associated falsification of the opponents' standpoint 
not only involves a gross violation of the eighth commandment, but also gives rise to 
the well-founded suspicion that the cause which one seeks to defend and support by 
such wretched machinations must be a thoroughly rotten one. Therefore, it has 
always been the endeavor of false teachers to create a false doctrine in a common 


*) "No clear and fair exposition of the differences that exist." **) "A vague and incorrect 
definition." 
t) "The Limits of Ordinary Equity." 
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The defenders of the pure doctrine always felt compelled to deal with this dishonest 
procedure of their opponents and to fix the status Controversiae exactly. Therefore, if 
Prof. Walther had really been guilty of the sin with which he was charged, we 
Missourians would have nothing more urgent to do than to renounce the words of the 
aforementioned and to urge him, as far as possible, to make amends for his wrong 
as soon as possible. 

But, thank God, the matter is not as Prof. Schiitte tries to persuade the readers 
of the English opposition paper. He has been unable to prove anything in support of 
his assertion that Prof. W. falsified the Status Controversiae. On the contrary, his own 
remarks prove that the affirmative of our opponents is precisely that which Prof. 
Walther has stated. Let us now leave the person of this much-maligned witness of 
truth out of it. We, that is, all those who in the present doctrinal controversy stand on 
the side of the truth of the Word of God and of the Confession of our Church, and 
among them, as the least, also the writer of this, - we all confess the above exposition 
of the point in controversy on the part of Prof. Walther. It is a question of answering 
the questions propounded by the latter, nothing more and nothing less. And now, for 
our part, we bring against Prof. Schiitte the charge that he has falsified our 
affirmatives - we hope from ignorance - and imputed to us a doctrine which we have 
ever and ever condemned as an ungodly one. It is truly outrageous how our 
adversaries deal with us. For years and days it has been stated by us over and over 
again, not merely in these papers, what we believe, teach, and confess concerning 
the election of the children of God to eternal life with our Church, and what we reject 
and condemn concerning the same. But again and again the old accusations, 
suspicions, calumnies, rise against us. One of our opponents repeats them after 
another, and our proofs of our doctrine, our petitions for a just judgment of it, are 
completely ignored. This is an intolerable state of things, which cannot continue in the 
long run. If our opponents do not cease their evil proceedings against us, the time 
must soon come when we refuse to negotiate further on such a basis. Successful 
discussion of disputed doctrines is possible only when one opponent does justice to 
the other and responds to his arguments. Otherwise, it is wasted time and effort to 
engage in controversy. Would that our opponents would realize this as soon as 
possible. 

This time, we are prepared to deal with Prof. Schitte. In the face of this new 
adversary, it may be advisable... 
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We would like to take another look at the Status Controversiae formulated by Prof. 
Walther and prove that the points he mentions are really true. At the same time we 
want to try once again to convince our opponents of the groundlessness of their 
accusations against us. God grant that Prof. Schiitte, above all, may be brought to 
the realization that he has acted exceedingly carelessly in copying without hesitation 
what our bitter opponent in Madison has circulated against our doctrine. 

Let us then proceed in turn to the questions cited above, which set forth the 
point of controversy. 

|. The first two questions relate to the causes and consequences of the 
election. They are so closely connected with each other that they cannot well be 
considered separately, just as Prof. Schitte's objections refer to both together. Our 
affirmative, which our opponents deny, is this: foreknown faith flows from election by 
grace, and this rests solely on God's mercy and on Christ's merit. In contrast, our 
opponents assert what we deny: Grace election flows from foreseen faith and is also 
based on man's conduct foreseen by God. Let us, then, first of all, consider what 
Prof. Schutte has said concerning our affirmative, and, secondly, what he has 
remarked in his article concerning our negative. 

1. We have asserted above that Prof. Schitte has falsified our affirmatives. 
Let us hear what he imputes to us as supposedly our doctrine. "The Missourians," 
says he, "teach, that God has infallibly predestinated some people unto faith and passed by 
all others. *) Ask you why? They answer that such is to us a marvel and mystery ... To us the 
marvel is that divine grace is so great and alike great over all. That it is alike great over all 


the Missourians deny." *) That is in 

exact translation: "The Missourians teach that God has infallibly predestined some 
people to the faith and has passed by all others. One asks: Why? They answer that 
such a thing is a miracle and a mystery to us. . . To us the wonder is this, that the 
divine grace is so great, and so great above all. That it is equally great above all, the 
Missourians deny." This is the first falsification of our position of which Prof. Schutte 


is guilty. Secondly, he says: "They (the Missourians) teach that when God from mere 
mercy and for Christ's sake selected from among men those who shall verily be saved, He 
bad no need to inquire and He inquired not whether they had faith in Christ, because His 
purpose was 


*) Underlined by us. 


180The Status Controversiae. 


first to select those who should be saved and then, that His purpose might be accomplished, 
He resolved to give them the needed faith. ... With the Missourians faith is a requisite merely 
and indispensable only to carry out the decree of election in time. . . Not for the decree of 


election, but only for its execution, do they claim the necessity of faith."*) In German: "They 
(the Missourians) teach that when God, out of pure mercy and for Christ's sake, 
separated from mankind those who should really become blessed, he did not need to 
inquire about it, nor did he inquire whether they had faith in Christ, because his 
intention was first to separate those who should become blessed, and only in order 
that his intention might be carried out did he decide to give them the necessary faith... 
For the Missourians faith is merely a requirement and only indispensable to carry out 
the counsel of election in time.... . Not for the counsel of election, but only for its 
execution, do they require the necessity of faith." With these sentences Prof. Schitte 
commits the second falsification of our doctrine. It is true that he repeatedly admits 
the possibility that he was mistaken in his representation of what we teach, and 
expresses his regret if this is so. But we ask: is it not irresponsible for Prof. Schutte to 
enter into the controversy when he is still in doubt as to what our doctrine is? Does 
he not play an exceedingly deplorable part, since in an article twelve pages long he 
subjects to his supposedly scathing criticism a doctrine of which he does not even 
know for certain whether it is really the doctrine of his opponents? We must regretfully 
call out to our old friend: Si tacuisses, philosophus - and let us add: theologus - mansisses! 

As far as Prof. Schitte's assertions themselves are concerned, it is superfluous 
to go into them in more detail. Everyone who knows our teaching knows what to make 
of them. We condemn the doctrine that God has passed by any man with his saving 
grace, and that this grace is not equally great over all men. We likewise condemn the 
teaching that God first elected some men to eternal salvation, and then held counsel 
as to how he would bring them to salvation, and that therefore faith does not belong 
in the election itself. This is our unalterable position, which the Missouri Synod, by 
God's grace, has always taken, to which its publications repeatedly bear witness. 
Consequently, it is clear and obvious that we are justified in saying that Professor 
Schitte has falsified our affirmative in the first two Walther questions. 


*) Underlined by us. 
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We are truly sorry that he has allowed himself to be so thoroughly duped and 
that, like the knight of La Mancha, he is fighting against ghosts that he believes to be 
realities. We would like to help him right, so that he at least knows what he wants to 
fight against. Although there can no longer be any doubt about what we want to say 
with our affirmative, we should not be annoyed to briefly repeat once again what our 
teaching - the teaching of the Holy Scriptures and of our Lutheran Church - is with 
regard to the points in question, especially since Prof. Schitte himself urgently 
wishes this. We will keep within the limits of the terms that appear in Walther's first 
question and about which our opponent wishes to receive more detailed information. 

What then do we understand by the eternal election of grace? Answer: The 
eternal act of God, that even before the foundation of the world He accomplished in 
His heart, in His thoughts, all that He has done, is doing, and will do in time to us, His 
Christians, to His holy church. What then has God done for us Christians? In short, 
while we were still His enemies, dead in sins and children of wrath like the others, He 
called us, converted us, justified us, and thereby took us out of the world, by His holy 
Word, in which He laid down His counsel of grace concerning the redemption and 
beatification of the whole world of sinners. Was there anything good in us that would 
have moved God to act thus upon us poor sinners? Was there any moment before 
our conversion, or during it, when we chose the grace offered in the word itself, or 
yet when we voluntarily held our peace to the converting grace? Ah, no. That we 
have been converted is a wonder before our eyes. We had no part, not even the 
smallest part, in our conversion, and the fact that we finally obeyed the Father's call 
to the Son and allowed ourselves to be reconciled to God is not our work or our merit. 
God the Holy Spirit, through His Word, has broken our reluctant hearts, filled them 
with hunger and thirst for the righteousness that is valid before God, kindled in us the 
light of beatific faith, and thereby made us righteous before God, God's children, and 
heirs of eternal blessedness. God alone has thereby chosen us from the world, 
separated us, set us apart, and transferred us to the kingdom of His dear Son. What 
then moved Him to perform such a miraculous work on us poor sinners? Answer: 
Nothing but His causeless mercy and the most holy merit of Jesus Christ. Our 
conversion in time, and our separation from the ungodly world thereby effected, 
"rests" on this twofold ground, on nothing else. Where is the 
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Lutheran who dares to deny this fundamental truth and to establish a third cause of 
conversion? Now then, we believe, teach, and confess that all that God has done for 
us in time, and according to His promise will do until our final consummation in glory, 
is exactly the same as what, as already said, God already accomplished in His heart 
before the foundation of the world, and what He therefore resolved to do for us in 
time. God's eternal resolution, then, to call us, especially us, and with us His whole 
holy Church, in time, to enlighten us with His gifts, to sanctify and preserve us in the 
right faith, and finally to perfect us gloriously and blessedly, - this and nothing else is 
God's eternal election of grace, which therefore, like its execution in time, rests on 
nothing but His mercy and Christ's merit. Do we, then, as our opponents do, exclude 
faith from election itself? Not at all. We do not say that God first foreknew our faith, 
and then chose us; nor that God first chose us, and then determined to bring us to 
faith; but we say that God chose us "in sanctification of the Spirit, and in the faith of 
the truth," (2 Thess. 2.) that is, through conversion, through faith, through justification, 
unto final glory, and so eternally set us apart from the ungodly world. Accordingly we 
maintain that faith, namely, the persevering faith of the elect children of God, which 
they receive in time through the action of the Holy Spirit, without their merit or 
worthiness, does indeed "flow" from the election of grace, by which we mean to say 
nothing else than that our faith, like our whole Christianity, is the temporal 
consequence of God's eternal, immutable decree concerning us. With this, of course, 
we do not deny, as Prof. Schiitte tries to make people believe, that our faith flows 
from God's general will of grace, namely from the general gospel. The Holy Spirit has 
called us, enlightened us, sanctified us, and preserved us in the faith by nothing other 
than His dear Word, the means of His grace which is meant for all men. Both are 
true, that the faith of the elect flows from the election of grace, and that it flows from 
the general will of salvation. A simple-minded Christian knows how to rhyme these 
two statements together.) 


*Compare the following beautiful words of Chemnitz, which have been spoken to us from 
the soul: "So | have two beautiful consolations from this doctrine: first, that | can be assured and 
assured from my profession that | am also provided for and qualified for blessedness; second, 
that | have a certain comfort from my profession, that the Holy Spirit 
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Prof. Schitte now has a brief explanation of our first two affirmatives. Hopefully 
he will now see that he has foisted a changeling upon us, which we hereby decisively 
reject. That our doctrine is that of the Holy Scriptures and the Concordia formula - to 
prove this again is not our task now. Nor does it occur to us to address the eight 
questions which Prof. Schutte presents to us as allegedly being "closely connected 
with the present controversy,” and with which he evidently wishes to trap us. Not as 
if we were even for a moment at a loss to answer them from God's Word and the 
confession of our Church. We would give an answer that every Lutheran Christian 
could heartily agree with. But first, let Prof. Schitte repudiate the injustice he has 
committed by falsifying our doctrine, and orient himself more precisely about what 
we claim, then we can engage in further negotiations with him. Incidentally, we are 
convinced that Prof. Schiitte, once he has thoroughly grasped our doctrine, will be 
able to find the correct answer to his questions himself. Whoever leads our doctrine 
of the election of grace with a sincere heart cannot answer it in the Calvinistic sense. 

2. Let us now turn to our negative, which we have called the doctrine of our 
opponents with regard to the first two points of controversy. Prof. Schitte is very 
displeased that we be- 


that through the work the powers and capacities may work in me, so that | may accept it. And if 
| have the reason, then | can go back to it and conclude quite comfortingly that our Lord God 
was so interested in my salvation that he had counseled it before the foundation of the world 
was laid, and because | was then ordained to salvation, it is well and strongly enough guarded 
for me against the weakness of my flesh, against the troubles of the world, and against all the 
gates of hell's cunning and violence. So | also know from this that God will not change his mind 
and will towards me; for Paul says Rom. 11: 'God's gifts and calling cannot be changed/ The 
article also gives me the comfort that my salvation does not depend on my works and worthiness, 
for grace was given to me in Christ Jesus before the time of the world, when | was not yet, as 
Paul says in 2 Tim. 1. 1 For this reason Paul also gives this comfort in Romans 8: whatever good 
or evil a called Christian encounters in this world, that all this should serve him for the best; 
because God in his purpose decreed before the time of the world how he would bring each one 
through cross and calamity to eternal glory. For this reason Paul also takes the courageous, 
cheerful comfort of Rom. 8: "What shall we say? If God be for us, who can be against us? Who 
shall separate us from the love of God? For | am sure that neither death, nor life, nor things 
present, nor things to come, shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ 
Jesus our Lord? "(A Sermon on the Gospel of Matth. 22, preached at Wolfenbittel by Martinum 
Chemnitium, Doct. Anno 1573. E. 2.) 
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Chiefs, our opponents taught that election flows from foreseen faith, and that man's 
conduct is also a cause of election. This, he says, is a sad reversal of the position 
which he and his confederates take. It is just as if they ascribed to faith an intrinsic 
value that God must reward. And as to the expression "conduct," it involved the 
imputation that God, in order to be able to choose a man, had also taken into account 
the foreseen fruits of his faith. Both assertions, however, were quite far from them, 
and therefore - "we protest against all imputations of that kind.” 

To this we have now the following to reply. 

First, we know that our opponents do not make the foreseen faith the source 
and cause of election in the sense that it is equivalent to the grace of God and the 
merit of Christ, and thus, together with these, forms the effectual and meritorious 
cause of election. If any of our opponents had asserted such a thing, he would long 
since have been dismissed by us, and would therefore be hors de combat. Does Prof. 
Schitte believe that we would argue about the doctrine of election by grace with men 
who are openly, grossly Pelagian and Papist? There he knows us badly. No, we 
know well that our opponents have always said that, even according to their doctrine, 
faith is not a merit that moved God to predestine to salvation. But yet we stand by 
the assertion that they make faith the source and cause of election. Let us see. Do 
not our opponents teach that predestinated faith is an antecedent requirement of 


election-"an indispensable pre-requisite" of it, according to Prof. Schtitte's own saying? 
Do they not teach that a man's election depends on his faith - "depend at all upon his 


having faith in Christ"? Do they not call the foreseen faith a normative factor in the 
choice, even something conditioning it (see "Altes und Neues" Jahrg. |, p. 71)? Do 
they not say that the same was done in view of, as a result of, on the basis of the 
foreseen faith? Now we ask: if faith is a requirement preceding election, a 
normative factor preceding it, without whose consideration, therefore, election 
could not take place, does not election "flow" from the foreseen faith, like a booklet 
from its source? Does it not at least also flow from it? We say, the heart of our God 
having mercy on us through Christ, nothing, nothing else is the fountain from which 
our election to filial piety and blessedness flows. Nay, say our opponents, even the 
faith which takes hold of Christ's merit is here to be considered as antecedent to 
election; God's mercy is the source of our election. 
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barmen in Christ could not be the source of election unless the faith that grasps it, 
that is, this grasping itself, were foreknown by God. Well then, we say, faith, that is, 
something in us, must in some way be the source from which the Father's gracious 
election flows. We think that to deny this conclusion would be adversus solem loqui. 
Does Prof. We hold that the infinite mercy of God, as it is in Christ Jesus, is its (the 


election's) only source",*) then let him really teach that God was moved by nothing 
but his causeless mercy in Christ, even before the foundation of the world, to 
separate us poor sinners by faith from the ungodly world, to introduce us into the ark 
of his holy church, and to sanctify and preserve us in the right faith to our blessed 
end: If he leaves faith out of the equation altogether, as a moment preceding the 
electoral process, he teaches with us that faith comes into consideration only as an 
ingredient in the electoral process, which belongs to the electoral act of God. If Prof. 
Schutte does not want this, he must put up with our counting him, too, among those 
who make faith the source and cause of election. 

As for the word "conduct", we are glad to hear that Prof. Schutte rejects it 
because of its ambiguity. But our old friend, remember that we did not invent and use 
the word. The standard-bearer of our opponents himself has written it on his banner 
at repeated times, as can easily be proved from "Old and New." And the authentic 
interpretation of the word is also at hand. "Only in this sense," writes the redactor of 
"Old and New," Vol. |, p. 240, "have we also spoken of a different conduct of men 
against the calling grace, because election and rejection are acts of the subsequent 
will of God, in which it comes into consideration that some allow themselves to 
be brought to faith, +) others not, some persevere, others not." Hence the same 
declares, loc. cit. p. 151, that God from eternity gave eternal life to those "of whom 
he foresaw that by the grace of the Holy Spirit, powerfully working in the gospel, they 
would be brought to faith. tT) The "conduct" of man, then, which God "took into 
consideration" in his choosing, is, according to "Old and New," this, that man should 
allow himself to be brought to faith, or, as a a. O. p. 233, the "difference between 
natural and wanton reluctance."t) There, there lies, in our opinion 


*) "We hold that the infinite grace of God, as it is in Christ JEsu, is its only source." 
t) Underlined by us. 
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the real point on which our opponents and we differ widely. In other words, the 
question is: Has the natural, unconverted man not only a vis locomotiva, i.e. the purely 
external ability to go to church, to hear God's word, etc. (which we do not deny), or 
has he also the ability to overcome by his own strength the actual essence of the 
wanton reluctance, namely, the enmity against the Lord and his gospel, which is 
added to the natural reluctance? Is there, then, during conversion, a moment, if only 
as it were a flash, in which the subjectum convertendum is in a neutral state, and can 
decide for or against *) the converting grace itself? If our opponents give a thoroughly 
satisfactory answer to these decisive questions, i.e. an answer which fully 
corresponds to the word of God and the confession of our church, - then, we confess, 
we shall have come a mighty step nearer to a mutual understanding in regard to the 
article of the election of grace, then our opponents, if the truth is otherwise dear to 
their hearts, must finally come to the conviction that we confess and defend nothing, 
nothing but the truth of the word of God and of our symbols. But so long as our 
opponents do not clear up this point, we remain with the assertion that they also 
make man's conduct a cause of the election of grace. 

But Prof. Schutte adduces another argument against this assertion of ours, 
from the effect of which he evidently expects much. Again and again, namely, he 
appeals to the Consensus Patrum in the doctrine of Predestination, - to the Consensus 
which is said to have taken place between the "great teachers of our Church" for 
three centuries. "Certainly," he adds, "not the least evidence can be furnished from which 
it might be made to appear that we teach in a manner new concerning the doctrine of 


predestination. . . . Our position and that of our great teachers are identical. "**) It is 
necessary that we should still deal with this argument of our opponents in a few 
words. 

Of factual value, however - let us first note this - the same is by no means the 
case. Even if the doctrine of our adversary and that of our old dogmatists were really 
identical, this would not alter either our affirmatives or our negatives in the slightest. 
We do not draw our doctrine from human wells, but solely from the burning of Israel, 


*) That man may decide against grace, we also teach. 
**) "Surely, not the slightest evidence can be adduced by which it can be made manifest that 
we teach in a new way in regard to the doctrine of predestinationOur position and that of our 
great teachers are identical." 
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from God's clear and bright word. And we have recognized by God's grace that the 
confessional writings of our Evangelical Lutheran Church repeat and testify to the 
teaching of the Word of God purely and loudly. What, therefore, agrees with the holy 
Scriptures and the symbols of our church, we confess and defend; what runs counter 
to them, we reject, however highly enlightened the teachers of the church may have 
taught it. Moreover, to invoke the Patristic Consensus in support of a doctrine is 
unheard of in the Lutheran Church. Our opponents should therefore confine 
themselves to proving their doctrine of the election of grace from God's Word and 
the confession of our Church; their continual appeal to the authority of the Fathers 
not only does not justify their doctrine, but rather gives rise to the thought that the 
simple testimony of Scripture and symbols is not sufficient for them to substantiate 
it. 

But the identity of the doctrine of our adversary and of the dogmatists of our 
Church is by no means so certain as Prof. Schitte boldly asserts, - admittedly 
without even attempting to adduce proof of it. We admit that in phrasibus there is 
some, though by no means complete, agreement between the two. Both teach that 
the election was made intuitu fidei finalis, and that therefore faith precedes the 
election. We do not hesitate to declare that this distortion of the relation of faith to 
election is contrary to Scripture and confession, even among dogmatists, and that in 
its consequence it may lead to semipelagian-synergistic errors. But we hold, as far 
as our dear Lutheran doctrinal fathers are concerned, with the words of Gerhard: 
"Sceleratum est, cum noveris, pium et sanum esse alicujus sensum, ex verbis incommode 


dictis statuere errorem "*) (loc. de bon. opp. § 38.). That is, applied to our case: We are 
far from concluding from the undeniably wrong words of the dogmatists, as far as 
the placing of faith before election is concerned, that they have consequently fallen 
into a heresy. We do not, therefore, deny the regrettable fact that, as Prof. Walther 
wrote as early as 1872, they have attempted a "further development of the doctrine 
of the Concordia formula" in regard to predestination; but we decidedly deny, first, 
that in this attempt of theirs they have violated any article of faith, any analogy of 
faith, and, secondly, that in so doing they have fought against the truth testified to 
them. Their writings are evidence of this. **) Quite different are our opponents. With 
them, above all, the suspicion lies close at hand that they, like 


*) "It is nefarious, when you know that someone's mind is godly and sound, to make an 
error out of uncomfortably spoken words." 
**) A detailed "proof" of this fact is not within the scope of our present task, but shall, D. v., 
be delivered from a competent pen in the near future. 
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We have seen above that they themselves, perhaps unconsciously, associate a 
synergistic sense with the synergistic expression. We know from our dogmatists, 
however, that they do not ascribe to man even the slightest cooperation in his 
conversion. Our opponents, moreover, dispute against the truth testified to them, 
yea, they heresy and condemn the same. They curse, among other things, our 
doctrine that God has chosen us to believe. The dogmatists, on the other hand, deny 
this only in opposition to the Calvinists, who taught an absolute election to 
blessedness, in which faith was absolutely out of the question; but they do not deny 


that God also elected "respectu fidei conferendae," - "with respect to the faith to be 
shared," - as, for instance, John Gerhard expressly testifies that God also 
predestined those who were blessed to the means of blessedness. Here are his 
words. "Non negatur," writes Gerhard in Loc. de elect. § 175, ,,.Deum ex mera “gratia 
salvandos ad finem et media praedestinasse, sed in eo consistit nervus controversiae, an Deus 
primo absoluto quodam beneplacito ad finem quosdam praedestinaverit, quibus ita absolute 


electis demum constituerit dare media et per illa ad finem eos deducere." *) This is precisely 
our position, which, we repeat, our opponents reject as Calvinistic heresy. Apart from 
the different interpretation of several pertinent passages of Scripture and the 
divergent terminology, our real opposition to the dogmatists consists essentially in 
this, that we, with Scripture and Confession, include faith in the elective council itself, 
and therefore teach an election both by faith and to faith - whereas they teach 
election, whereas those, like the Calvinists, limit the concept of election far too 
narrowly, to the ordinance of eventual glory, and therefore - rightly, from this point of 
view - let faith precede it, without denying that, as Gerhard puts it, faith flows ex gratia 
Dei eligentis, from the grace of the electing God. To them, therefore, we would 


formulate the Status Controversiae quite differently than we do to our present 
opponents, who, with their false assertions, are not, like our fathers, in opposition to 
Calvinists, but to Lutherans, and, as we hope to God, out of ignorance, reject the 
confession of our Church held out to them on this point. Summa: we reject it 


*) "It is not denied that God, out of pure grace, has predestined those who are blessed to 
the end and to the means (of attaining it)" (among which means, as is evident from the context, 
Gerhard also reckons faith); "but therein consists the real essence of the controversy, whether 
God, according to his absolute good pleasure, first predestined some to the end, and then 
determined to bestow the means on those thus absolutely elected, and by these to lead them to 
the end." 
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The doctrine of our opponents and that of the dogmatists of the seventeenth century 
- let alone of the last three centuries (!) - are completely the same. But if Prof. Schitte 
wishes to stand by his congenial assertion, he may now also furnish proof that his 
doctrine of the election of grace, in contrast to ours, is identical in thesis and 
antithesis with that of the dogmatists. The onus probandi is upon him. - 


The third question, which contains the Status Controversiae, and which is 
contested by Professor Schitte, concerns what we and our opponents teach 
concerning the subjective certainty of our election. While we maintain that a believing 
Christian can and ought to become and be certain of his election, and therefore of 
his blessedness, our opponents teach that he cannot become or be certain of it. 
Since Prof. Schitte only touches on this point briefly, we too may be quite brief with 
regard to it. 

Unfortunately, we must again accuse our opponent here of a, probably 
unintentional, falsification of our affirmative. He smuggles the word "absolute" into it, 
as if it were a matter of course. We Missourians are to teach that a believing Christian 
can and ought to be absolutely sure of his election! Please, will they not tell us where 
we utter such a doctrine? But the proof is not to be drawn from "old and new"-what 
flows from that dim source we do not acknowledge-but it is to be brought from our 
"trades and books." What is the matter? It will be found in these that we decidedly 
deny and reject an absolute certainty of election. Cf. e.g. E. g. Western Synodal 
Report of 1879, pp. 64, 83, 85, &c. St. m. Of course, to the question raised by Prof. 
Schiitte in his "reconstructed Status Controversiae" and answered by him in the 
negative: "Can and should a believing Christian become and be infallibly certain of 
his election and therefore also of his blessedness?" we answer cheerfully and, God 
willing, to our blessed end with a decided yes. The Christian's assurance of faith, 
which has its roots in the eternal gospel - and there is no other assurance of election 
and salvation - is infallible in its essence, just as God's faithful promise is infallible. 
The doubts about the infallible attainment of blessedness, to which even the 
Christian is unfortunately exposed, come not from faith but from the flesh. As | am 
infallibly certain of my present, present blessedness, of my state of grace, from the 
gospel, so | draw from the same gospel, which is eternally the same and never 
deceives, the certainty that, in spite of the devil, the world, and the flesh, my God will 
preserve me by his word and in his grace to my end. Prof. Schiitte wants to learn, 
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what kind of certainty a Christian has, let him read the precious hymn by Christian 
Weise: "Ah, see what right and light | learn from my JEsu" (St. Louis Gesgb. No. 
231.). What the pious singer here teaches of the certainty of election and 
blessedness, exactly the same, no more and no less, we preach to ourselves and to 
our dear Christians. In this way, and no other, can and should a believing Christian 
become and be certain of his election and therefore also of his blessedness. For the 
rest, we advise Prof. Schitte, for his further information about our affirmations, to 
read thoroughly, without prejudice, in the Synodal Report of 1879, especially pages 
60-110, and in this year's volume of "Lehre und Wehre" the beautiful discussion by 
Prof. Pieper on pages 33-42. God grant him grace to come to the realization of how 
gravely he has sinned by declaring our position "fallacious and dangerous. 
Concerning our negatives, we know well that our opponents teach a 
conditional certainty of election and blessedness. But first we protest against Prof. 
Schitte's declaring the words "conditional" and "relative" to be synonymous. A 
relative certainty we teach (cf. Synodal Report 1879, p. 85), i. e. we teach, e. g., with 
Quenstedt, that the certainty of a Christian is an "orderly" (ordinata), but 
nevertheless "immutable" (immota) one. Cf. Quenstedt. Theol. did.-pol. P. III. e. 1. s. 1. 


th. 21. fol. 31. On the other hand, we reject a conditional certainty in the sense of our 
opponents, and declare that such a one, actually to speak, is no certainty at all. Cf. 
Synodalber. op. cit. p. 84. We do not do injustice to our opponents. In the very first 
number of his paper, Prof. Schmidt expresses himself as follows: "Fear and hope 
are the two millstones between which the Christian's heart moves from day to day 
in faith in God's promises and threats" (see "A. u. N." Vol. |, p. 10). Unmistakably he 
calls this terrible condition the normal one. We ask every Christian man whether 
under such circumstances any certainty of election and blessedness is possible. If | 
take one approach, to speak joyfully: Yes, | believe, | shall certainly be saved! - | 
should and must at once curb this joyful spirit and say, Oh, who knows whether | 
shall not yet be lost! Is not Prof. Schitte appalled at this theory of doubt, which one 
dares to pass off as genuine and true Christianity and Lutheranism? Does he really 
believe that we mgchen ourselves "ridiculous" (ridiculous) when we confess, 
however, that our opponents, with such a fearful doctrine, "destroy the peace of 
souls, instead of founding them in beatific grace"? And even if he believed it: - of this 
we are firmly persuaded, that we do not thereby make ourselves ridiculous before 
true Christians. That God the Lord should have told our old friend in 
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Columbus the same insight, we wish with all our hearts. Then he can be helped if he 
realizes that a conditional certainty of election and blessedness, as taught by "Old 
and New," *) is no certainty at all. 

Finally, we would like to expressly assure Prof. Schitte that we have written 
this article directed against him sine ira et studio against his person, guided only by 
love of the truth. And therefore we may call out to him, in his own words: "Conscious 
of this we have been plain and fearless, and here and there even somewhat aggressive, perhaps, 
but only with the view of bringing out clearly the Dissensus. "**) That we have not been 
mistaken in stating the latter, we are, however, firmly convinced of, and believe we 
have also proved it to everyone who can grasp it. E. W. K. 


(Submitted. ) 
To the Honorable Faculty of Concordia Lutheran Seminary at St. Louis, Mo. 


Our dear American Lutheran Church is now engaged in an uphill battle over 
the pure Lutheran doctrine of election by grace. According to God's will and good 
pleasure, you are at the head of those who represent the pure doctrine. They see 
more than others the whole battlefield, hear more of the shouts of victory of the enemy 
when here or there a wounded man is captured. 


(*) Quenstedt and other of our old dogmatists also speak of a conditional, hypothetical 
certainty of our perseverance and blessedness. But they use this term in a different sense, as 
"Old and New" does. They call a conditional certainty one of which all doubt is at the same time 
excluded. Quenstedt writes: "Our theologians want not an absolute, but a conditional certainty of 
future blessedness, but with the exclusion of doubt as the most terrible enemy in this trade." 


(Theol. did.-pol. P. II. e. 8. s. 2. q. 9. f. 815.) The same Quenstedt places in the antithesis, 
among other things, Latermann's view, who, as Quenstedt expresses himself, "does not abstain 


(non dubitat) from ascribing": "Because it is certain to a man that he may fall out of the hope of 
blessedness, the same must therefore doubt his finite perseverance" (I. c. f. 816. sqq.). It is 
evident from this, that the dogmatists did not wish to place the expression "conditional 
assurance," as our opponents do, in opposition to the infallible assurance of faith, which is 
founded on the means of grace, but spoke thus in opposition to the Calvinists, who taught an 
absolute assurance on the ground of an absolute decree, and at the same time the infallibility of 
faith even in the greatest sins. 


**) "In this consciousness we have been clear and fearless, now and then perhaps even a little 
aggressive, but only for the purpose of clearly stating the dissent. 
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Why shouldn't you also hear when a convalescent is brought in captured on your 
part? 

Allow me, therefore, to report myself to you as such a prisoner, and at the 
same time to add a word of explanation as to how | have been caught and now stand. 

You should not be surprised if the army camp of your opponents is not small 
in number. By nature we humans are believers in authority. Even if by nature we do 
not want to believe in the highest authority, God and his words, we are still too ready 
to believe in the great, the wise, the learned, the respected. We all have this faith in 
authority, which was once expressed in the words, "Doth any ruler or Pharisee 
believe in him?" (Joh. 7, 48.) This is a consequence and punishment of original sin. 

It is precisely through this belief in authority, which we Christians also hold, 
some more and some less, that many are led into the camp of your opponents. They 
have an advantage over you, which they exploit to the full, though not in a 
consciously wrong spirit. They cite testimony after testimony, gathered from the 
writings of the great enlightened fathers of our Lutheran church, and thereby give the 
impression that they are leading the pure Lutheran and biblical doctrine of the 
election of grace. 

But is this not quite obviously a wrong enterprise, to want to prove from the 
writings of the Lutheran fathers of the seventeenth century what the Lutheran church 
teaches, what Scripture teaches? Those fathers, however highly enlightened and 
graced with God they may have been, were but men, subject to error, of whose 
teachings it is therefore not a foregone conclusion that they must necessarily 
coincide everywhere with the teaching of Scripture. This, indeed, has already been 
proved by you in doctrines in which even your opponents differ from the fathers 
mentioned. What is the doctrine of Scripture cannot be proved by the testimony of 
the Fathers, but only by the testimony of Scripture. And likewise, what the doctrine 
of the Lutheran Church is, cannot be proved in the first place from the private writings 
of her teachers, those fathers, but the proof must be led from the public confessions 
of the Lutheran Church. 

Don't get me wrong. | hold the Lutheran fathers of the seventeenth century in 
high esteem. If it is shown to me that | stand differently in a doctrine than they do, 
then this causes me to reflect and to re-examine my position according to Scripture 
and symbol. If, however, | have proved my conviction after such renewed 
examination and have found it to be correct, then | stand by Scripture and symbol 
and am not moved by either the reputation or the number of the fathers who hold 
differently. 

However, it does strengthen us weak people in our faith, 
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if we find that highly enlightened men were of the same conviction that we hold. But 
then | would rather have Luther and Chemnitz on my side than the later teachers. | 
would rather be a disciple of the masters than a disciple of disciples. | would rather 
follow those of whom John says in his Revelation, Cap. 14:6 ff: "And | saw another 
angel fly in the midst of heaven, having an everlasting gospel to preach to them that 
sit and dwell on the earth, and to all nations, and kindreds, and tongues, and people. 
And said with a loud voice? Fear God, and give glory to him: for the time of his 
judgment is come: and worship him that made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and 
the fountains of waters. And another angel followed, saying, She is fallen, she is 
fallen, Babylon the great city." But these angels, teachers of the church, are not 
infallible either, they are men, not equal to the holy apostles. Therefore also their 
doctrine is to be tested against the holy Scriptures. 

Accordingly, | believe that in the present struggle we must not be moved by 
the reputation and number of fathers whom the opponents can cite for themselves 
in certain respects. Scripture and symbol must decide what is Lutheran, what is 
biblical, who represents the pure, Lutheran, biblical doctrine in this struggle. 

Two questions in particular are involved in the present struggle. The first 
concerns the relation of faith persevering to the end to eternal election. It is not a 
question of whether God foreknew from eternity the perseverance of faith, for who 
would deny it? -but whether such foreseen persevering faith is the reason why God 
has chosen certain persons. God rejects and condemns those who die in unbelief; 
he makes blessed those who persevere to the end. These latter are the elect. Now 
those who are condemned are condemned and rejected because of their unbelief: 
are then also the elect chosen in a similar, though not quite the same, manner with 
respect to their persevering faith? This seems to me the one question. 

The other question, as it is often expressed, concerns the "certainty of election 
by grace." This does not mean whether there is an election of grace, nor whether 
the elect will certainly be saved; but whether a believing Christian can be sure of his 
election in Christ; whether a Christian, even before the hour of death, when he does 
not yet look death in the face, can be sure and say in healthy days: Yes, | shall be 
saved; | am one of the elect. Whether therefore he can also conclude: | am chosen; 
so no devil, no world, no flesh, no sin can hurt me. "For to them that love God all 
things must", 
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their sufferings and temptations, their struggles and victories, their good works, 
"serve for the good of those who are called according to the purpose." 

Is it not a dangerous false doctrine for the soul to claim that a Christian can 
and should come to such certainty? Does it not seem as if a Christian who does not 
have such certainty must fall into pusillanimity and despair, as if his faith were not of 
the right kind? and again, as if the Christian who has this certainty must fall into 
security and presumption? For if a man is sure of his election, if he knows that 
nothing, neither present nor future, can rob him of his blessedness, should he not 
then begin to neglect Word and Sacrament, to let his reins be shot first in minor, then 
in greater sins, and finally to live along without repentance, without faith - yet always 
comforting himself of his election? These are certainly very reasonable objections to 
the doctrine that a Christian can and should become certain of his election. 

When Luther once taught the pure doctrine of justification by faith alone, 
without merit of works, his opponents quite reasonably reproached him: Now no one 
will do good works. And indeed reason judges thus: Why should | do good works, if 
| am justified and saved without works, by faith alone? But what did Luther answer 
them? He explained to them: You fools do not know what faith is. Faith cannot be 
without good works. Only let people believe first, and love and its works will follow. 
And so it was. Faith and works cannot be separated. 


It is the same with the certainty of the Christian that he is chosen. It is a 
certainty of faith. Your opponents probably overlook this in the doctrine they lead, 
just as | also overlooked it in the past. Only when | read the theses discussed in 
Concordia by the Western District of our Synod last year did | come to a proper 
understanding of the doctrine you advocate in this piece. There it says in the 6th 
thesis: "The certainty of election, which a Christian should and can have, is a 
certainty of faith.) 

This certainty of faith will not tempt the Christian to despise God's word and 
live in sin. This is just as impossible as that the belief that he is justified and saved 
by faith alone should make him indolent to good works. Such a Christian knows and 
believes what Luther says: "One should not say with the loose enthusiasts (who 
think that everything is provided): Where | am provided, | will be saved; where not, | 
must be condemned.... But God did not give his promise in this order. Thus 


*) See Synodal Report of the Western District 1880. p. 20. 63 ff. 
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For it is said in Romans 8: "But whom he hath ordained, them hath he also called; 
and whom he hath called, them hath he also justified. He will not fulfill the end of his 
promise without means, but he will do it by means. "*) 

And whence can a Christian obtain this assurance? From the revealed Word 
alone, precisely because it is a certainty of faith; for faith comes from preaching, but 
preaching comes through the Word of God. 

But are there not many who hear God's word, who love, who believe, in short, 
who are true Christians, but who are not sure of their election, of their final happiness? 
who get no further than to say: | stand in grace? There may be many such, there may 
be few - | do not know. But even supposing there were few Christians now who had 
such assurance of faith in their election, what does that prove? Does it prove that it 
is a false doctrine to say that a Christian can and ought to be sure of his election? 
No, but only this, that the faith of Christians is weak. And if any man have not this 
assurance, what shall he conclude from it? That he is not a Christian, that he has no 
faith? No, but this: that he is not yet, or no longer, a man in Christ, but a weak child. 
It is true that a Christian should have this certainty of his election, but he who does 
not have it is not yet an unchristian. He is just afflicted with the misery of our time, 
since we Christians are too well off; he is weak in faith. If times of persecution should 
come again, then by God's grace such heroes of faith would show themselves again 
as the martyrs did, who cheerfully endured everything without doubting for a moment 
that they would persevere and be saved. 

But how? may not some claim to be sure of his blessedness, of his election, 
who yet are eternally lost? It may be so, but what follows from it? That the certainty 
of faith may be deceptive, that it is not a certainty? That would be a fallacy. First of 
all, it must be proved that such cases do occur. But if they do occur, this is the only 
conclusion: As there are some who think they believe, and yet have not true faith; so 
there are some who think they are sure of their election, and yet have not true 
assurance. But as a Christian may be sure that his faith is true, so he may be sure 
that his assurance is no deceit. 

Now this doctrine, that a Christian should and can be sure of his election, leads 
neither to presumption nor to despair. But is it also true? 

Lutheran, she is. However, until not long ago. 


*) See Walch, St. Louis Edition II, 415, of which edition the Concordia-Verlag kindly gave 
me the proof sheets for use. 
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always doubted. A very simple, simple proof, however, brought me to a different 
conviction. It is found in "Lutheraner", Vol. 36, p. 138: "What does it mean: 'I believe 
in eternal life’? Does it mean only this much: | believe that there is eternal life? That 
is what the devils believe, too, who never enter into it. But what does it mean? This 
is what Luther's interpretation of the Small Catechism teaches us: "| believe that the 
Holy Spirit... will give me, together with all believers in Christ, eternal life. That is 
certainly true.' This is the simple childish belief that there is not only a heaven, but 
that |, |, | will go to heaven and be saved. This is really the keystone and the main 
part of all Christian faith, to be sure that nothing, not even anything ‘future,’ 'can 
separate me from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus.' Here, as everywhere, 
the word ‘for you' applies again, which ‘requires hearts of faith’. But this believing is 
nothing else than: to be sure of his election." Here | saw how | had to become a 
catechism student again and learn from the catechism what Lutheran doctrine is. 
The above is not an opinion brought into the Catechism after the fact. Luther 
used these words with good consideration and wanted to express with them the 
teaching that he also otherwise had on this point. He writes, among other things: 
"Therefore, according to these people's blasphemy, God must have been an 
abominable fool to have sent his Son, to have given the law and the gospel, and to 
have sent the apostles, if he only willed that we should be uncertain and still doubt 
whether we should be saved or damned. But this is the devil's specter and deceit, by 
which he presumes to make us doubtful and unbelieving; whereas Christ came into 
the world for this purpose, that he might make us wholly sure of our salvation. . . . 
And in the beginning God did indeed “at once forestall this pretence," because we 
longed to know his divinity. For thus he hath set before us his will and counsel, saying 
thus, Behold, man, | will gloriously reveal to thee providence and predestination; but 
not in the way of thy reason and carnal wisdom, as thou dreamest and thinkest. | will 
do this: from a God who is not revealed, | will become a revealed God, and yet | will 
remain the same God. | will become man, or send my Son to die for your sins and 
rise again from death; and so | will satisfy your desire, that you may know whether 
you are provided for or not. Behold, this is my Son, whom thou shalt hear," Matt. 17:5; 
behold him lying in the manger, and in his mother's womb, and also hanging upon 
the cross; behold what he doeth, and what he speaketh. Then shalt thou know me. 
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to take hold of me. For 'he that beholdeth me,' saith Christ John 14:9, 'beholdeth the 
Father. If thou shalt hear him, and be baptized in his name, and love his word, then 
thou shalt surely be provided for, and shalt be assured of thy salvation. . . Therefore 
we ought to be hostile to these shameful, evil words, and beware of them, which the 
Epicureans use, when they say, If ever this must be done, let it be done anyway. For 
God did not come down from heaven to make thee uncertain of error, nor to teach 
thee to despise the sacraments, absolution, and other divine ordinances more; yea, 
he instituted all these things to make thee wholly certain, and to take away from thy 
heart the great defect and error of doubt, that thou mightest not only believe in the 
heart, but also see with the bodily eyes, and grasp it with the hands. Why then do 
you reject all this, and complain that you cannot know whether you are provided for 
salvation? You have the gospel, you have been baptized, you have absolution, you 
are a Christian, and yet you still doubt and say that you do not know whether you 
believe or do not believe, whether you believe what is said and preached to you in 
the word and sacraments of Christ to be true. . . . God saith unto thee, Behold, thou 
hast my Son; hear him, and receive him: if thou do this, thou shalt already be assured 
of thy faith and of thy salvation. Yea, sayest thou, | know not whether | can continue 
in the faith? Well, then, accept the present promise and provision, and beware lest 
thou inquire rashly or too closely into the secret counsels of God. If you believe in the 
revealed God and accept his word, the hidden God will also be revealed to you. For 
‘he that seeth me,' saith Christ John 14:9, 'seeth the Father.’ But he that rejecteth the 
Son, loseth with the revealed God also the hidden God, who hath not revealed 
himself. But if you cling to the revealed God with strong faith, so that in your heart 
you are of a mind not to lose Christ, even if you should be deprived of everything else 
you have, you will certainly be provided for, and will understand the hidden God; 
indeed, you already understand him completely: if you recognize the Son and his will 
that he should reveal himself to you and be your Lord and Savior, then you are certain 
that God is also your Lord and Father. Behold, how God so kindly and graciously 
delivereth thee from this most grievous temptation, which Satan at this present time 
doth exceedingly persecute, that he may make men doubtful and uncertain, and at 
length turn them away from the word of God. For why wouldest thou hear the gospel, 
say they? 
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Epicurean, seeing that all things depend on assurance? So Satan takes away by 
force the assurance of which we are assured by the Son of God and by the holy 
sacraments, and makes us uncertain, when before we were quite certain. .. Hear my 
Son, says God, who became man, and the assurance will come from Himself. Dr. 
Staupitz used to comfort me with these words and said to me: "Dear man, why do 
you trouble yourself with these speculations and high thoughts? look at the wounds 
of Christ and his blood, which he shed for you, and from them the redemption will 
shine forth. Therefore hear the Son of God, which was sent in the flesh, was made 
man, and for this cause appeared, that he might destroy the works of the devil, 1 
John 3:8, and make thee sure of salvation. . . Therefore we are not at liberty to 
entertain such high thoughts, and to doubt of assurance: but the same thoughts are 
ungodly, and evil, and devilish. Therefore if the devil assail thee with them, only say: 
| believe in Jesus Christ our Lord, of whom | have no doubt, that he was made man, 
and suffered, and died for me, into whose death | was baptized; and with this answer 
the temptation shall vanish away, and Satan shall turn his back upon thee. . . . Of 
God thou shalt think this certain and undoubted, that he is gracious unto thee for 
Christ's sake, and that thou art redeemed and sanctified by the precious blood of the 
Son of God; and so thou shalt be sure of thy provision; thou shalt leave off all forward 
and dangerous questions concerning the secret counsels of God, whereunto the 
devil presumeth to tempt us.) 

This was evidently Luther's doctrine: that a Christian should, it is God's will, be 
sure of his providence and blessedness. Therefore, in the interpretation of the 3rd 
Article, he instructed us to respond to this will of God: "I believe that the Holy Spirit 
will give me eternal life." 

If | had thus been convinced from the Catechism what the Lutheran doctrine 
on this point of the certainty of blessedness was, | was heartily pleased to be 
confirmed in this conviction when soon afterward hymn 433 was sung in a church 
service. How clearly this certainty is expressed in the 5th verse: 

"O JEsu, help at the same time, 
Your wounds, my ass, 

That in the book of bliss 

I'll find you marked! 

| have no doubt of it, 

For you have not seen the enemy... 
And paid my debt." 


*) Walch, St. Louis ed. Il. 175 ff. Cf. also p. 1353 ff. 
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He who sings this song confesses that he is sure of his blessedness, that he 
will be found written in the book of blessedness on the last day. And when we sing 
hymn 231, with its glorious ending: 


"| believe Jesus agrees, therefore | shall be 
undestroyed and live forever, forever." 


Do we not sing a hymn of praise to the election of grace, and the certainty we have 
of the same? Is it not said in verse 3: 


"| got that from the mercy election." 


Lutheran, then, is the doctrine that a Christian can be certain of his election and 
blessedness. Of course, it does not follow from this that it is true and in accordance 
with Scripture. As dear as our Lutheran church is to me, as certain as | am that its 
doctrine, as far as | know it, is true, | am not willing to accept a doctrine because the 
Lutheran church leads it. | do not want to have a mere charcoal-burner's faith. So | 
searched the Scriptures and sought an answer to the question: Can a Christian be 
certain of his election and salvation? | once again compared the Lutheran confession 
with Scripture and found it to be true. 

The holy apostle Paul undoubtedly had this blessed assurance. He expresses 
it in 2 Tim. 4:8, where he says, "Henceforth there is laid up for me the crown of 
righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, shall give me in that day." Had 
Paul any preference in this over other children of God, had he any special revelation? 
The Scriptures offer no ground for such an opinion. Then Job, too, must have had a 
special revelation? He was sure of his blessedness. Therefore he could rejoice: "I 
know that my Redeemer liveth, and he shall raise me up out of the earth; and 
afterward | shall be clothed with this skin of mine, and in my flesh | shall see God; 
and | shall see him, and mine eyes shall behold him, and no stranger's." Did Job, 
when he said this, doubt his final blessedness? And likewise did not Simeon doubt, 
when he said, "Lord, now let thy servant depart in peace!" He had a special 
revelation, but it was not that he should die blessed, but that he should not die, 
because he had first seen the Christ of the Lord. This assurance that he would depart 
in peace he justified by saying, "For mine eyes have seen thy Saviour." Should not 
other Christians, who have the pure Word of God, as Job, Simeon, and Paul did, also 
be assured of their salvation and election? 
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But we do not need to draw such conclusions. Eph. 1, 3 ff. the apostle says: 
"Praise be to God and the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who has blessed us with 
every spiritual blessing in heavenly things through Christ. Forasmuch then as he hath 
chosen us through him before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and 
without blame before him in love; and hath ordained us to filial piety toward himself, 
through JESUS CHRIST." What does the apostle mean by this? He calls for the 
praise of God, that Christians should praise God, because he has chosen and 
ordained them to filial piety. Could the apostle speak thus, if other Christians as well 
as he could not be sure of their election? 

When the apostle wishes to comfort Christians about their cross, he says Rom. 
8:28 f., "We know that all things work together for good to them that love God, who 
are appointed according to the purpose. For whom he hath before ordained to be 
conformed to the image of his Son." So to those who are called according to purpose, 
whom God has provided beforehand, all things serve for the best. But in this there 
would be no comfort to Christians, if they could not be sure of the purpose of God, if 
they could not be sure by faith: | have been called according to the purpose, | have 
been foreknown by God. 

And if one reads the words of the apostle after the above-mentioned, those 
triumphant words, who does not sense from them that they flow from the certainty of 
election, to which certainty he also wants to entice and draw other Christians? Then 
he says: "If God is for us, who can be against us? Who will accuse the elect of God? 
God is here, who justifies. Who will condemn? Christ is here, who died; yea, rather, 
who also was raised from the dead, who is at the right hand of God, and represents 
us. Who shall separate us from the love of God? Affliction, or fear, or persecution, or 
hunger, or nakedness, or peril, or sword? As it is written, For thy sake we are slain 
all the day: we are esteemed as sheep for the slaughter. But in all these things we 
overcome far, because of him that loved us. For | am sure that neither death, nor life, 
nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor 
things high, nor things low, nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from 
the love of God which is in Christ our Lord." Thus saith the apostle, so ought the 
Christians at Rome to speak with him. They should not merely say, "Is God for us, 
who may be against us?" but also, "Who will accuse and condemn the elect of God?" 
who will "accuse and condemn us?" 

And with what does the Apostle justify this certainty? He repeatedly returns to 
what we are taught in Word and Sacrament. 
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"God spared not his own Son, but gave him up for us all: how shall he not with him 
give us all things?" "God is here, which justifieth." "Christ is here, who died; yea, 
rather, who also was raised from the dead; who is at the right hand of God, 
representing us." From the gospel, then, we may be sure of salvation, that we have 
been chosen. 

But how can we be sure from the gospel that we belong to the elect? The 
promises of the Gospel are general, and no one is named in them. Precisely because 
the promise is general, every individual is called upon to apply it to himself. For who 
else are all but each individual? God does not leave it at the general preaching of 
the promise of grace. He himself applies them to the individual. "Behold, in the hands 
| have marked thee." He applied them to every baptized person in baptism; he still 
does so as often as we receive Holy Communion. And from this, through the 
incomprehensible but nevertheless powerful action of the Holy Spirit, comes the 
certainty: | am chosen, | will be saved. 

(Conclusion follows.) 


"Contradictions." 


Both the "Columbus Theological Magazineand "A. u. N." 
have lately sought to prove our doctrine of election untenable by asserting that it is 
full of inconsistencies and contradictions. The "Magazine" speaks of "glaring 


inconsistencies"; "A. u. N." seeks to prove that we teach Lutheran and Calvinistic at 
the same time. 

At the outset, we recall the fact that from certain quarters, the accusation of 
inconsistency has always been leveled against the doctrine of the Concordia formula. 
In 1577, the Prince of Anhalt, in view of what the Concordia Formula teaches about 
free will and choice, judged that the Torgau Book was "sibi ipsi mire contrarius" (in the 
greatest contradiction with itself). We have already given a similar judgment on the 
doctrine of the Concordia formula in the previous number of this journal (p. 117) by 
Plan! and Heppe. Here we add a judgment by the church historian Gieseler. He 
writes: "This Bergian book left unsolved the contradiction that existed between the 
doctrines it asserted, the strict Augustinian one of human corruption and the one of 
a general grace of God through Christ. The strictest Augustinianism 
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Is developed in the 1st and 2nd sections (namely, G. states that it is claimed that 
there is not even a speck of spiritual powers in the unregenerate man, and taught 
with Luther that man is purely passive in conversion). On the other hand, the 11th 
article rejects the absolute predestination that necessarily follows from this doctrine. 
.... We must here acknowledge contradictory propositions, not opposing truths, as 
Thomasius did; nor can we admit that the Concordia formula, as a confession, had 
not to convey them, but theology. For that formula otherwise contains only too much 
theology: but a confession must also tolerate no apparent contradictions, because 
otherwise it cannot be appropriated at all" (Kirchengesch. Bd. Ill. Abth. 2. p. 300 f.). 

The thoughts in which these and other censurers of the doctrine of the Formula 
of Concord find contradictions are chiefly these. The Formula of Concord, on the 
one hand, says: that a man is not converted, not preserved in the faith, not 
introduced into blessedness, but is rejected, is the fault of man: the cause of the 
rejection lies solely in man. On the other hand, the same Concordia formula says: 
that a man is converted, received in faith, introduced into blessedness, this is solely 
due to the grace of God in Christ, or if this grace of God in Christ is thought of as the 
eternal grace to the blessed, it is due to the gracious election in Christ. "It is false 
and unjust - says the Formula of Concord § 88 - when it is taught that not only the 
mercy of God and the most holy merit of Christ, but also in us is a cause of God's 
election (aliquid in nobis causa sit electionis divinae)." So in the Concordia formula the 
two phrases are found side by side, "the cause of reprobation is solely in man" and 
"the cause of election is solely in the grace of God in Christ." And the authors of the 
Formula of Concord stood by these sentences, although it had been clearly enough 
reproached to them that the same could not stand with each other, but contained 
"glaring inconsistencies." "Thus all must confess, writes the Prince of Anhalt, that the 
cause of rejection is sin and contempt of the Word of God. Therefore they must also 
admit the inference necessarily (necessario) that, on the other hand, those who 
accept grace are the elect." "Those who accept grace"-that in itself sounds quite 
right. But what is meant is: those who, by free assent, in consequence of the facultas 
ee applicandi ad gratiam, accept grace. For it is said a few lines further, "Wherefore now 
the causes of predestination are the same which take place at the conversion of 
man." But as causes of conversion, three are beforehand given: the Word, the Hei- 
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The first reason for this was the spirit and the assent of man (assensus hominis). And 
because the authors of the Formula of Concord did not include the predestination of 
man as acause of election, they were reproached for teaching absurdities, for being 
in the throes of enthusiasm, for making the promises uncertain, for teaching a 
predestination from which either certainty or despair must follow, "nihil est tertium". *) 
Nevertheless, our professing fathers maintained that nothing in man is the cause of 
election, that the cause of election is solely the mercy of God and the most holy merit 
of Christ, and that the cause of reprobation is solely in man. 

Our opponents, too, now find contradictions and Jnconsequences in the 
doctrine of election with which we are familiar, the fundamental ideas of which are 
contained in Hosea 13:9. and, curiously enough, these are the same as those which 
the Synergists in the sixteenth and the Rationalists and Synergists in the nineteenth 
century found and find in the Concordia formula. Let us hear Prof. Loy speak in No. 
2 of the "Magazine." He admits that we teach universal earnest grace, universal 


redemption through Christ, universal efficacy of the means of grace in thesi; that we 
say the cause of reprobation is in man. But because, on the other hand, we do not 
want the election to be made in regard to faith or the conduct of men toward grace, 
most of the space in his paper is taken up by such disputes in which he tells the 
world that our doctrine involves that in God there is only a partial mercy, that a portion 
of men are left in condemnation and helplessness, that the order of grace is only for 
a few, that the efficacy of the means of grace is necessarily limited to a favored class. 
Prof. Loy writes: "It does not make matters any better to say that the cause of 
someone's being lost is that he rejects the blessedness which is present in Christ for 
him as well as for the elect. . . . But the difficulty, though somewhat veiled, is not 
removed. It is admitted that the reason why some are not elect is that they wilfully 
resist the grace offered, which would save them also. But those whom God 
undertakes to save, he chooses (in the sense of the theory) without any regard to 
their accepting or rejecting the righteousness of Christ. He chooses them not as 


persons who believe, but that they should believe and be saved. Their election is 


prior to all consideration of man's conduct in reference to the grace and salvation offered." 
And now Prof. Loy begins afresh to prove how, from the fact that we have the eon- 


*) Cf. the entire execution in Heppe III. supplements. 380-385. 
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sideration of man's conduct not to precede the election, an absolute rejection of the 
rest would follow. 

The position in the present dispute is therefore completely clear. It has already 
been there. We maintain two propositions, 1. the cause of reprobation is in man 
alone; 2. the cause of election is in God's grace and Christ's merit alone, and so that 
nothing in man, not even foreseen faith or conduct, is a subordinate cause or norm 
or inducement of election. Prof. Loy, on the other hand, contends that it is not enough 
to teach reprobation on the ground of unbelief, the reluctance of men. There would 
also have to be considered in election the foreseen faith, the foreseen conduct of 
men toward grace. He wants to make a kind of analogy between rejection and 
election. As in man lies the cause of reprobation, so in man is to lie also an - we will 
only say - inducement of election. Here we come up against the old and ever- 
repeated vexation. We will not simply accept what Scripture and the Confession 
testify: the cause of reprobation is in man alone; but the cause of election is not in 
man, but is solely the mercy of God and the merit of Christ. 

And what place and importance is given to faith in Prof. Loy's remarks? So he 
wants to have included in the election the consideration of faith. In what sense? In 
the sense that in election man is provided with faith by God, that God "before the 
foundation of the world was laid (in the council of election) held counsel about it, and 
decreed in his sentence how he would bring me to it (conversion, etc.) and keep me 
in it" (C.-F. § 45.): in this sense we let faith belong to election. Prof. Loy, however, 
sets himself in opposition to us. When, therefore, he affirms the proposition, "Election 
has taken place in consideration of faith," this can only be done, in contrast to us, in 
such a way that he conceives of faith (unconsciously to himself) as an achievement 
on the part of man. What he calls consideration of faith he also calls consideration 
of man's conduct in reference to the grace and salvation offered. So instead of "faith" he 
can also use "conduct". 

Prof. Loy certainly means it sincerely when he wants to reject all synergism. 
But unconsciously he is on the track of synergism. The devil is a thousandfold artist. 
To add the "free consent" (assensus hominis) or the "ability to apply oneself to grace" 


(facultas se applicandi ad gratiam) to the mercy of God and the merit of Christ as the 
cause or inducement of election: that would not be possible, at least in the Synodal 
Conference. Everybody would see the horse's foot there at once. But now he would 
like to make the same mistake. 
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smuggle into the Church of God by putting faith in the place of assensus hominis, etc. 
He knows the Lutherans think much of faith and like to hear talk of faith, 

Prof. Loy must not think that we are not aware of the difficulty that lies for the 
human mind in the two sentences of our Confession under discussion. All that he 
teaches to help us and others to our feet in logical matters we have already told 
ourselves a hundred times and more. The authors of the Formula of Concord have 
also said this to themselves, as is clearly evident from §§ 62. 63. of the Formula of 
Concord: "When we walk in this article, we keep to the right course, as it is written in 
Hos. 13:9: Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the iniquity is thine; but that thou 
shouldest be helped, that is purely my grace. But what in this disputation wants to 
run too high and out of these barriers, there we are to put our finger with Paulo on 
the mouth," etc. *) The thing is thus: from the sentence, "the cause of reprobation is 
in man only," it does not follow theologically: therefore there must be something in 
man which causes the choice; and from the sentence, "in man there is no cause of 
choice," it does not follow theologically: therefore there is no cause, or not all the 
cause, of reprobation in man. 

Man does not like to be reassured by these sentences. For, says our Formula 
of Concord, § 53, "our folly is always much more concerned with these things than 
with those which God has revealed to us in His Word, because we cannot make them 
out." The usual course is this, that one must first sound one's horns on all sides, 
before, by God's grace, one stands simple-mindedly by these sentences. Prof. Loy 
has chosen a sad task. One has trouble enough to reject the false mediations that 
present themselves of their own accord in serious study. But when these false 
mediations are extolled by a man who in some circles has an otherwise well- 
deserved authority, as delicious truths and as a means of salvation against 
Calvinism, then it is to be feared that some will be caught by the apparent wisdom 
and sink down fatally struck. 


*Frank remarks (IV, 137): "The elimination of the inconsistency of which the Concordia 
formula is accused, and which the theology of the sixteenth century was no less capable of 
discovering than that of the nineteenth, by one of the two paths that present themselves at first 
glance, that of synergism or that of particularism of grace, was all the closer to the authors, since 
the entire Melanchthonian direction had really taken one, the Reformed theology the other. But 
the facts of faith of sole grace in the face of human merit and of general grace in the face of 
particularism contrary to Scripture were both too high and too firm for the Confessors to find fault 
with them for the sake of consistency." 
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A. and N." also deals with the contradictions that are said to lie in our doctrine. 
It compiles them in theses, citing numerous quotations from Missourian writings (from 
1856-1880). We want to call attention to only a few of them here. In part, these 
contradictions are of the same nature as those that a learned man in Bavaria found 
in Christianity in general. The man in question believed that he had a perfect right not 
to get involved in Christianity, because the Christians did not disgrace themselves by 
having two hymns in a hymnal (by one author - C. F. Richter), one of which begins: 
"It costs a lot to be a Christian," while the other begins: "It is not difficult to be a 
Christian. "A. u. N." believes to be able to take from our writings that we teach: 
election is dependent on faith and not dependent, election is conditioned by faith and 
not conditioned. It is true that much dishonesty is involved in citiren, in that proof is 
to be furnished for these propositions. But even if one were to cite honestly 
throughout, these and similar propositions could be obtained from our Scriptures. But 
there is also no contradiction. Election to blessedness is conditioned by faith, 
inasmuch as the eternal council of election to blessedness includes in itself the 
decision to give faith (cf. C.-F. § 45 and the note "L. u. W." '81, p. 109). Without this 
part of the electoral council there would be no election at all. On the other hand, 
election is not conditioned by faith, if faith is somehow conceived as a performance 
on the part of man, as a "showing oneself good" to the grace of God. This latter 
meaning our opponents attach to faith, though they cannot yet see it. Thus, then, 
election is conditioned by faith, and not conditioned. As to the definitions of election, 
which are cited by "A. and N." as contradictory, it is well to note in what sense the 
speaker, Dr. Walther, formerly cited the much-used definition of Wandalinus. For it is 
added: "Wandalinus calls election an action, so that one may know that it does not 
consist merely of thoughts which, for instance, the good Lord receives because he 
looks into the distance. Observe also that Wandalinus does not say, "because," but 
"of whom he foreknew." For he only wants to describe the elect, but does not want 
to make faith the cause of the election, which after all is only the means. *) The 
speaker would not now use this definition, because this and similar definitions are 
now used to support the doctrine of the Concordia formula, according to which 

*) We know very well that Wandalinus has the so-called 2nd doctrinal trope and that his 
definition is also meant in this sense. But the speaker has followed the principle, as long as 
something can still be well interpreted, not to reject it. 
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election in Christ a cause of blessedness, and all that pertaineth thereto, to be false 
and heretical. 

But then "A. and N." also puts contradictions in our shoes, which it makes for 
itself by dishonest citing. For instance, we are to teach both an absolute reprobation 
and a reprobation due to unbelief. With respect to the former, we read, p. 101: "The 
Missouri Synod teaches, that the cause of so many men not being elected is not in 
man, neither in his natural corruption, nor in his wilful opposition, nor in his not 
persevering, but in God, who either will not convert them, or yet will not keep them in 
the faith, because he would not elect them." Now how does "A. and N." prove this part 
of the thesis? It writes: "Proof: 'L. u. W.' '73 p. 163: "In what then is the cause (of 
rejection*) to be sought? In the general ruin of mankind? That again cannot be." So 
far "A. u. N." Now what is the passage in context? The words quoted are in explanation 
of a thesis, which literally reads, "The cause of reprobation is not to be sought in God, 
but in man alone, Hos. 13:9." and the whole passage reads thus, "Wherein then is the 
cause (of reprobation) to be sought? In the general ruin of mankind? Again, this 
cannot be, but besides the will of God there is another will, that is, the will of the devil, 
the will of the world, and the will of our flesh. As causes why most men perish, two in 
particular are mentioned in the Scriptures: 1. the impenitence and unbelief of men, 
and 2. the contempt of the divine word and resistance to the efficacy of the Holy Spirit. 
Compare the following passages: Matth. 23, 37. Prov. 1, 24. etc. . . . All these 
passages, and others like them, show most conclusively that when the question arises 
why election does not embrace all, the reason and cause must not be sought in God's 
will, but in the wrong will of man, and in the devil, who has his work in the children of 
unbelief." Such is the passage in the context from which "A. u. N." has taken the above 
scrap to prove that we teach an absolute reprobation. This, as every reader will at 
once admit, is the utmost that can be done in dishonest citiren. The disgrace would 
be even greater for the editor of "A. and N." if he tried to talk his way out of it by saying 
that the words quoted in "A. and N." were only intended to prove that Missouri did not 
let the cause of the rejection be "natural corruption. Why does Missouri, according to 
the words cited, not let natural corruption be the cause of reprobation? In order to 
inculcate the more emphatically that the primal 


*) Inserted by "A. u. N.". "A. u. N." thus takes non- - election expressly -- rejection. 
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The matter of man's reprobation is resistance to grace. But "A. & N." uses the words 
taken out of context to prove that Missouri teaches an absolute reprobation. 

As a further reference, "A. u. N." The following from "L. u. W." 1871, p. 172: 
"And experience also confirms it, that he (God) does not take away from many 
millions of men the reluctance to his word, which yet he could just as easily take 
away as from both the elect, since by nature they are all in the same deep ruin, and 
these are by nature no better than those." So far "A. & N." The passage reads in 
context: "Reason, of course, cannot rhyme this together: God says on the one hand 
that he is kind to all and earnestly desires the salvation of all men; but on the other 
hand he vindicates for himself the full, unrestricted right to have mercy on whom he 
wills and to harden whom he wills. And experience also confirms that he does not 
take away from many millions of men the resistance to his word, which he could just 
as easily take away as from the elect, since by nature they all lie in the same deep 
ruin, and these are by nature no better than those. When we look at God in this way, 
of course he is a hidden God to us, and quite incomprehensible." Accordingly, what 
is presented in these words? The thoughts of human reason concerning certain 
sayings of the Word of God, and concerning certain facts. And these thoughts are 
not presented in order to conclude from them that God does not want to remove the 
reluctance in certain men, as "A. and N." wants to prove from them, but in order to 
point out that with our thoughts we cannot reach God's thoughts in some things, and 
that we therefore have no further need to pursue our thoughts here and by no means 
to conclude that God does not want to remove the reluctance in a part of men. For, 
after a quotation from Luther, it is continued, "It behooves us not, however, to inquire 
into the hidden God, i.e., God, inasmuch as he has not wished to reveal himself." "A. 
u. N." further quotes from the Westl. Bericht 1879, p. 33: "If | do not belong to the 
elect, | can hear God's word no matter how diligently, be absolved, go to the Lord's 
Supper, all is lost." In parentheses is added, "This is how you answer a Christian 
who is challenged." How does the passage read in context? Thus, "The contested 
one thinks, if God knows that | am going to hell, | am going in, | may do as | please; 
the number of the elect cannot increase or decrease; what God knows beforehand 
must come to pass. If | am not one of the elect (namely, in the foreknowledge of God, 
as is evident from what has been said immediately before), | may hear God's word 
however diligently, be absolved, go to the Lord's Supper, all is lost. What ant- 
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what does Luther say? That is true and must be admitted. Then he makes him no 
other gospel, he leaves him in this truth; for it would be the devil's gospel, which would 
contradict the word of God (God's infallible foreknowledge, according to which the 
number of the elect can neither be increased nor diminished, would be denied). But 
now he also comes with his general medicine, with the consolation of the gospel, and 
says, "But if therefore thou thinkest thou shalt be damned, these are thy thoughts; 
God hath no such thoughts, for God wills that all men should be saved. This he hath 
plainly revealed, and that for this end, that thou shouldest believe it." And this passage 
is used to prove Missouri teaches an absolute reprobation! One is careful not to quote 
this passage in its entirety. Otherwise the reader would perceive that here is 
introduced the speech of one who is challenged, and who regards being blessed and 
being damned from the standpoint of the infallible divine foreknowledge, to whom one 
cannot deny the infallible divine foreknowledge, but to whom one must say that in the 
question of his blessedness he is not to be concerned about the inscrutable divine 
foreknowledge, but about God's revealed word, in which God gives him life and 
blessedness.*) 

What is to be done with opponents who resort to the desperate means of false 
citing in order to save the appearance that they are rightly opposing us? Here silence 
on our part would be the right answer, if consideration for some simple-minded 
Christians, who would like to be seduced, did not for the time being dictate otherwise. 
How weak must be the position of the adversary who is forced to fight with such 
weapons! **) 


*) Also the "Zeitschrift" has let itself be misled by someone who introduces himself as a 
question mark (?) with respect to the passage just discussed. The question mark, while also 
introducing the words cited by "A. u. N.," notes that this is the speech of a challenged person, but 
thinks that Missouri makes "the bad words of the challenged person" his own confession. Missouri 
does nothing more to the challenged person than that he does not deny the infallible 
foreknowledge of God before him. But the question mark should now also have asked further 
about what "Missouri" says to the challenged man at once, namely, that he is not to worry about 
the infallible foreknowledge of God and to infer his condemnation from it, but to look into the grace 
of God in the gospel. From this it follows of itself that? makes a silly assertion when it thinks that 
we cannot sign the articles of visitation. We are sorry that the "Magazine" has lately allowed itself 
to be so dupiren by some people who are hostile to Missouri. If the "Zeitschrift" wants to tie up 
with us again, so be it! a word of defense will probably fall against it. 


* ;) Just now we read another particularly eclatant example in No. 8. of "A. u. N." Missouri 
itself is said to be in substantial agreement with the Reformed in the doctrine of election. It is cited 
"L. u. W."'72 pp. 196. 198. is cited. There, in a work on the history of dogma, is quoted a lengthy 
passage from Guericke's Symbo- 
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What does it matter! the adversary would not mislead even a Christian in our doctrine 
of election, if he always introduced our sayings according to the intended meaning, 
which they must have according to the context and parallel statements. F. 
P. 


Pelagianism and Synergism in The Lutheran and Missionary. 


(Conclusion.) 


In order to convince his readers that man himself is a cause of his blessedness, 
he primarily cites the following from the Concordia formula: "That he would also 
strengthen and increase in them the good work which he has begun, and preserve 
them to the end, where they keep God's word, pray diligently, abide in God's 
goodness, and faithfully use the gifts they have received." And then he continues, 
"Now whatever may be said about repentance and faith being the gifts of God (which 
they certainly are in one sense), and one of these gifts of God being set up in man 
as the conditions of blessedness, which is the theory of Calvinistic election and 
predestination" (what a new discovery!), "yet here" (in the Concordia formula) "other 
and more specific conditions are enumerated, which are not in the same sense the 
gifts of God, but the exercises of man. First, those which 'keep the word of God. Now 
is this adherence to God's word the gift of God or the free gift of man? 


lik citirt. Guericke has in this passage the words, "Thus both churches are thoroughly agreed in 
the most essential things." Guericke says this in reference to the fact that both churches oppose 
Pelagianism and Semi-Pelagianism and do not want to find any cause of election in man. 
Further, however, Guericke says in the same quotation that there is a decided disharmony 
between Lutherans and Reformed, in that the Reformed blasphemously solve the mystery of 
election by also teaching predestination to damnation. "A. u. N." no longer deceives its readers 
finely and cleverly, but crudely and clumsily. O the patient readers! "A. u. N." brings this excited 
quotation in a "conversation" between Gottlieb and Hermann. The whole conversation is 
unspeakably lame. Gottlieb represents the point of view of "A. and N." and is the lecturer. 
Hermann lets himself be taught. H. is very simple-minded, and is already dissatisfied with the 
Missouri Synod from the beginning, and is therefore just the right man to be taught by Gottlieb. 
G. is washy and a disgusting renouncer and blowhard. He repeatedly asserts that the 
Missourians' hearts are already "wobbling" and that they are already very much cornered (of 
course by "A. and N."). But as far as the doctrine of election is concerned, G. is just as ignorant 
as H. Gottlieb concludes, for example, from the fact that it is written, "Without faith it is impossible 
to please God," Ebr. 11:6, that faith is to be placed before election. Nor can he find his way into 
it, how the concordia formula could introduce "ifs" in connection with election, if it did not want 


to accept his intuitu fidei. 
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willing deed of man?" Hereby, of course, the reader is urged to declare it with the 
Reverend for a voluntary deed of man, and not for a gift of God. "Secondly, ‘praying 
diligently.' Can God perform this duty for us by a special and gracious gift, or must 
we fold our hands, bend our knees, lift up our eyes, open our lips, and do diligence 
with our hearts and minds in prayer?" According to this, the following conclusion 
would also be correct: Since it is | myself who am saved, not God, my blessedness 
is not a gift of God. But the Reverend would not want to go that far. Eph. 2, 8. 9. - 
The words: ".abide in God's goodness", the Reverend has overlooked. By citing 
these words he would all too clearly have misplaced the way to go further, since 
persevering "faith," of which he does not now wish to speak at all, consists precisely 
in abiding in the goodness of God. He goes on, "Thirdly, "who faithfully use the gifts 
they have received. Who has received these gifts? God or us? And who shall 
faithfully use them?' God or we? ... . You might as well say that when man eats and 
drinks, it is not the voluntary act of man, but the irresistible gift of God, as that when 
men pray and use the means of grace, it is not men themselves who do this, but 
God," etc. This American logic is a monstrosity! As great a misconception as it is to 
let God's election be conditioned by the fact that those who are elected would keep 
God's word, etc., it is a still greater misconception and more ridiculous to let it be 
conditioned by the fact that the elect would fold their hands, bend their knees, lift up 
their eyes and open their lips. The four works mentioned in the Formula of Concord 
are not purely human exercises, nor do they precede salvation in the case of 
unregenerate men, but they are such that they are found only in Christians, that is, 
in those who, through faith in Christ, already have salvation in the beginning, and 
belong to their sanctification as exercises of faith. Therefore such works are not 
mentioned there, which, according to our confession, even an unregenerate, 
unrighteous, unholy man can do, as: Folding hands, eating, drinking, and the like. 
The passage of the Formula of Concord does not say at all that God wanted to elect 
certain persons under certain conditions, which these persons must first fulfill, which 
the reverend asserts, but rather those words serve to describe the elect and to reject 
the error, as if also such could rightly consider themselves elect who do not keep 
God's Word, etc. 

"Therefore," it continues, "when they" (men) "come to him, it is because they 
yield to his holy word. The surrender and the resistance is the responsible deed of 
man. 
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to the word." To be sure, every man is responsible to God for not yielding to the word; 
but what is the point here? From responsibility, ability is far from being inferred. For 
instance, we are responsible for not being perfectly holy, but we can never become 
so. 

"Although repentance and faith are the gifts of God, they are accepted or 
rejected by the voluntary exercise of man's will and choice . . . . At the same time that 
he gives the command, he gives the gifts or the ability to do what he commands, and 
these gifts are either accepted or rejected by the free will of man." According to this, 
then, the ability to repent and believe could be accepted by man's free will. The man 
seems to have looked very little into the symbolical books, which reject such error as 
synergism, and teach, on the contrary, that man is purely passive at conversion, and 
that he has free will after conversion. "So also," says the second article of the 
Declaratio of the Formula of Concord, "when Luther says that man is purely passive 
in his conversion, that is, does nothing at all to it, but only suffers what God works in 
him, . he means that man of himself or out of his natural powers is not able or able 
to help his conversion, and that conversion is not only in part, but entirely an effect, 
gift, and work of the Holy Spirit alone, who accomplishes and works it by his power 
and might, through the Word, in the mind, will, and heart of man, tanquam in subjecto 


patiente, that is, since man does or works nothing, but only suffers." 

That men themselves are the cause of their blessedness, the Rev. also 
concludes from the fact that the Catechism says that men "are themselves the cause 
of their own damnation, because they unrepentantly persist in their sins." "But," he 
asks, "supposing they do not persist in their sins, of what then are they the cause, of 
their damnation or of their blessedness?" Answer: Not of their salvation; for that 
would be unscriptural and unconfessional heresy, abominable Pelagianism. God's 
word and our confession teach Hos. 13: "Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the 
iniquity is thine; but that thou shouldest be saved, that is my grace only." So saith the 
Concordia. 

"Although, therefore," it continues, "the Concordia Formula, in so many words 
in the one place, declares it to be an error to assert that there is also in us a cause 
of election, yet the whole attitude (tenor) of its doctrine and spirit is repugnant to this 
declaration. The doctrine of all the confessions and of the word of God is likewise 
contrary to it. Election and salvation mean the same thing, as we have said. 
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have." Why, "The causes and conditions of the one are the causes and conditions of 
the other. No one who is chosen will fail to be blessed. No one can be blessed without 
also having been elected from all eternity. But election is not the cause of 
blessedness (salvation), which Calvinism makes it, and as the formula in one place 
almost admits." Chemnitz would no doubt be highly astonished to hear it almost 
concede that eternal election is a cause of salvation. The statement that it is "a 
cause" of happiness is too clear in the Confession. To interpret and weaken the 
words, or to slip out of them, can help nothing here. 

The Rev. seeks, however, to get out of the way some of the difficulties in the 
doctrine of election, as follows. "But when he (God) proceeded to communicate this 
blessedness (acquired by Christ) to individuals, he found some quite unprepared and 
unwilling to receive it, and they were left aside to create their own ruin with greed." 
This whole sentence, after all, contains nothing but falsehood. For God's word says 
that before the gospel comes, which first offers us salvation, no one is prepared and 
willing, and God has not left them all aside, neither all those who already in 
consequence of their innate, natural corruption did not want to become blessed, nor 
all those who for a time willfully resisted. How many more of the latter has God not 
brought about! It is a frightful doctrine to say that God left aside all who were quite 
unprepared and unwilling, etc. "Others he found willing, under the same influence 
and power of the gospel and the Holy Spirit, to accept and believe in the Son in his 
capacity as mediator to salvation" (this is synergism!); "and these he divided into two 
parts, one for the Son, and the other for the Son.); "and to these he imparted the gifts 
of his saving grace and eternal life, choosing them to be heirs of his kingdom, 
because they believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God." That is just 
Pelagianism! - It is not true that God found willing even these all who are last spoken 
of, but he first had to make the elect willing by his word, by giving them faith. 

We do not at all approve of the absolute conclusion of the Calvinists. Therefore, 
the passages cited against us by the Reverend of the Westminster Confession do 
not strike us at all. Some individual sentences of certain Calvinists are indeed very 
similar to some of ours; this is not denied; but if we look more closely, the meaning 
is as different as heaven and hell. Si duo dicunt idem, non semper est idem, is an old 
proverb, acknowledged by all. Now how could the Reverend, for the sake of 
sentences of the same or similar import, bring it upon his conscience, to tell us at 


once, without further investigation, in the "Lutheran and 
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Missionary" before the whole world as crypto-Calvinists? But as much as we object 
to Calvinism (the Scylla which the Reverend tried to avoid when he exclaims: "But 
for heaven's sake let us not fall into the error of the Calvinists!"), we at the same time 
consider the Pelagianism and Synergism (the Charybdis which he did not avoid) 
presented by the Reverend to be equally dangerous and pernicious. 

With his outpourings on the doctrine of God's election, the man has made a 


mockery of the motto printed large and wide on the title of the "Lutheran and 


Missionary" and beginning with the words "First True," and it must make one wonder 
how the society which owns the paper can permit only a Pelagian and synergistic 
reverend to trot out his ghastly heresies, as he has done, in its "Lutheran" paper. 

If, by the way, one thinks that just now, when the Synodal Conference is "at 
war" in its own house, is the most suitable time to make harmless attacks on the said 
body or especially on the Missouri Synod, one is not a little mistaken. We hope to 
God that he will give this and that among us - without the so-called "strongest voice," 
of which we are by no means ashamed, but which is our honor, always needing to 
intervene - so much time and strength to speak a suitable word also to the foreign 
opponents of the Lutheran doctrine of the election of grace, and to punish them, even 
if they also campaign against us with impudence, even hair-raising theological 
ignorance, according to the words of Paul: "to punish the contrarians." 


A "voice". C. S. KL. 


A Testimony and Confession in the Present Predestination Controversy by 
Brunn. 


| am compelled to give this testimony, since my name is not only known through 
my former institution in America, but especially since so many of my dear old 
students are over there, to whom a testimony and confession from their old teacher 
would serve to strengthen and fortify them in the aforementioned difficult doctrinal 
dispute of today. These dear old students must have known long ago that | have 
always stood entirely on the side of truth in the doctrine of predestination, as it is now 
testified and defended in "Lehre und Wehre. | may therefore joyfully confess that all 
the essays by the dear Prof. Dr. Walther, Prof. Pieper, Father St6ckhardt and others, 
which "Lehre und Wehre" has brought us, are written as if from my soul, and that | 
have found in them only the thoughts which | have essentially held from time 
immemorial. 
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The first time | read the book, | was not aware of it. Some of my expressions may 
have lacked sharpness and definiteness, and some misunderstandings may have 
slipped through, which only in the wake of a doctrinal controversy can be made more 
precise. But in the matter at hand, | may testify quite definitely and firmly that even 
from my student years, when | first came to biblical faith without knowing anything of 
Lutheranism, | always held: a Calvinistic predestination to sin and damnation is an 
abomination before God, but just as certainly, according to the holy Scriptures, there 
is a predestination to faith and salvation, and this is the great mystery and riddle for 
reason: whence is it, since all men are equally sinfully depraved, and equally 
incapable of contributing anything by their own power to conversion, but since divine 
grace alone works all conversion, and gives faith, whence is it, then, that some are 
converted, and others not, that God has given faith to me by grace, who after all am 
no better than all others to whom it has not been given? As far back as | remember, 
into my youthful years, before | knew that a Prof. Walther lived in the world, | clearly 
recognized this great mystery of predestination as such, always taught it to all my 
listeners, especially also to my former pupils, as a riddle that could not be solved by 
reason: all evil only from men, but all good, therefore also conversion and faith, 
entirely and exclusively from God *), and have shown how just in this lies the 
insoluble contradiction for reason, which latter cannot escape the conclusion that if 
the striving against grace is from man, the non-striving must also be from man. The 
clear and definite recognition and holding of this mystery of predestination, here 
designated, is the shibboleth of pure and false doctrine in the whole question of 
predestination, the partition also between us and our present opponents in this 
doctrine. And the doctrine of this mystery, as | have always had it all my life, is 
supposed to be a new doctrine, such as our opponents continue to revile us with, 
which only Prost Dr. Walther has brought up in recent times, and which we blindly 
repeat to him out of "party spirit?" Only ignorance or malicious blasphemy can say 
such things. 


*) Quite clearly and definitely | speak this also in my former sheet, 1876 p. 27, although | 
also speak in a guileless manner of a praevisa fides, but obviously in such an opinion that | did 
not want to destroy and abolish that other with our present opponents. Even two years ago, when 
we discussed the doctrine of predestination here at our pastoral conference according to theses 
of mine, we unanimously and with full clarity professed the same truth that we defend today 
against our opponents. 
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Our opponents on this side and on the other side of the ocean deny the above- 
mentioned secret of predestination - in this their whole false doctrine culminates - by 
saying: Faith is the rule according to which God has chosen those whom he will make 
blessed. Then, of course, all is clear and bright; if we know the rule according to 
which God, in his eternal election of grace, has directed himself, well, then there is 
no mystery left in the matter; then the whole question of predestination resolves itself 
into the simple proposition: God offers his grace to every one; he who believes it, he 
graciously accepts, and elects him to be his own; but he who despises and resists it, 
he rejects. Indeed, one can only be surprised that our opponents think that with this 
simple sentence the whole difficult question of predestination, the riddle of all times, 
is solved, or that we, for our part, would be so biased and senseless that we would 
not also know and understand that in our Bible it says: he who believes will be saved, 
he who does not believe is damned. But the whole error of our opponents seems to 
me to amount to a gross confusion and mixture of the doctrines of justification and 
predestination. Thus "Old and New," No. 3 of this year, on the first page, conceives 
predestination as a "decree of beatitude," which it cannot conceive of without the 
foreknowledge of faith, as no one can be saved without faith. "Yet the revealed 
Gospel, from beginning to end, does not know a single word about the certain, 
guaranteed beatification of a sinner, except in so far as he is of faith in Christ," 
exclaims "A. and N.," visibly indignant at us, who, as it insinuates, dare to teach a 
counsel of God which declares the sinner blessed without his believing. And in the 
same way it is said elsewhere, "Where God has seen (or sees, which is quite the 
same here) Christ taken in faith, there he has chosen, or there he chooses, and vice 
versa; that is, in short, where there is faith, there is election, the ordinance of 
blessedness, that is, predestination." But we think, and holy Scripture says, Where 
faith is, there is justification; he that believeth is justified, Rom. 10. says plainly. Is 
then with this the proposition of our opponents, "he that believeth is elect," quite 
identical? Are justification and predestination, then, quite one and the same? 
According to the manifest statement of our opponents, the Scriptures tell us nothing 
more of our blessedness than, "he that believeth shall be saved." On the one hand, 
this divine decree is a judgment of justification, inasmuch as by it the believer is 
absolved from his sins and declared righteous and blessed; on the other hand, this 
same divine judgment of justification becomes something like an "election," in the 
sense that by it the blessed are separated from the unblessed. 

From this the opponents should already see the partiality and inadequacy of 
their doctrine. Predestination is never justification. 
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But still, if one would take these names as one pleases, or if our adversaries would 
still declare as loudly and violently as with the sound of a trumpet: without faith no 
decree of beatification, therefore also without preceding and foreseen faith no 
predestination, yes, let us admit this for once, then for them, as for us, there still 
remains the old unsolved riddle, which is not solved even by their clamor, namely, 
the question: whence and how does one come to this beatifying faith? And if God 
gives it, what is the cause that God gives faith to one and not to another? There 
stands "Old and New" on the mountain, as well as we, but it helps itself by being 
carefully silent on this question; up to now, at least, | have looked in vain for "A. and 
N." to explain or bring forward in any way this last question mentioned here; it 
confines itself only to what God does to him who believes; nowhere is there any 
further mention of where faith comes from, only from predestination it is not supposed 
to come.. e (Conclusion follows.) 


Miscellany. 


A curiosity is found in No. 2 of the Columbus Theological Magazine. In the report 
of the Western District in 1877, the following passage is found in the introduction: 
"We have never had more cause to approach our doctrinal negotiations with fear and 
trembling, and to completely despair of our reason, of all our wisdom, than this time; 
for it is one of the greatest mysteries that God has revealed to us in His Word, which 
we are approaching in these days. The doctrine of election by grace concerns, as it 
were, the lowest ground of the great unsearchable mystery of our blessedness," etc. 
In the last underlined words Prof. Loy finds a great heresy pronounced. He refers to 
1 Cor. 3:11: "No other foundation can any man lay, but that which is laid, which is 
Jesus Christ," and asserts that by this statement redemption through Christ and the 
efficacy of the Holy Spirit are made a mere means of bringing those mentioned to 
blessedness. With indignation, therefore, he rejects the expression, which admittedly 
reveals the actual meaning of our doctrine. - Thus, because of 1 Cor. 3:11, we are 
not to say that the election of grace concerns the lowest ground of our blessedness. 
When we read this, we were immediately reminded of an argument in the Heidelberg 
Catechism, by which the Lutheran doctrine that baptism confers forgiveness of sins 
is to be refuted. Question 72 reads, "Is then the outward water-bath the washing 
away of sins itself?" Answer, "No; for the blood of JEsu Christ and the Holy Spirit 
alone cleanse us from all sins." Also our Concordia- 


218Mixed 


Forme! says of election, § 8, that "our salvation is thus founded, that the gates of hell 
shall not be able to prevail against it." How awful’, since it is written in 1 Cor. 3:11: 
"Other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is JESUS CHRIST." . Prof. 
Loy can also be reassured as to the "lowest" ground. It is said of election that it 
concerns, as it were, the lowest ground, inasmuch as Scripture (Rom. 8, 29. ff. Eph. 
1, 3. ff. 2 Tim. 1, 9.) and confession (§ 45 ff.) trace the spiritual blessings bestowed 
on Christians in time back to eternal election. What Prof. Loy wants to construe from 
the sentence in question, namely, that election precedes the merits of Christ, is 
expressly rejected in the same "Introductory" two pages further on, p. 25. There, in 
connection with Eph. 1:3-6, it is said: "This also is to be noted, that the apostle 
expressly says, that we are chosen through Christ; wherefore it is an ungodly 
doctrine, if it be said, that the election was first made by the dear God in eternity, and 
that only then he was able, so to say, to enable his Son to carry out his purpose. 
Conversely, Christ is the eternal cause," etc. Nevertheless, Prof. Loy sees himself 
impelled to make the above construction. How does he arrive at this? He thinks that 
it is usually necessary to study the actual arguments of those who profess a certain 
doctrine, in order to grasp their doctrine. Occasionally, however, an incidental remark 
reveals where someone wants to go. Prof. Loy apparently wants to judge our doctrine 
according to "accidental remarks. F.P. 

Modern - believing inspiration - teaching. The doctrine of form and 
content of the Holy Scriptures, which completely denies the divinity of the Holy 
Scriptures, is led on the part of modern-believing theologians, borders on the 
unbelievable. In Luthardt's "Theologisches Literaturblatt" of March 4, the reviewer of 
a new, though strange, writing concerning Biblical chronology, by a certain K. L. P., 
et al. writes as follows: "It is pure misunderstanding; as if the author wanted to 
represent the time which regarded the Bible as a book descended directly from 
heaven and took the truth of its divine origin in such a one-sided way that it forgot 
that the prophets and apostles carried the treasure of divine wisdom in earthly 
vessels. If in those days the writers were not even left to choose their expressions, 
L. K. P. regards numbers as ‘unconditional currency.' He should not forget that the 
apology and the protection of the Bible as the infallible word of God is not about the 
preservation of a cultural-historical point of view nor of its scientifically correct 
chronological lists, but that we have in it the reflection of the great revelation facts of 
God to the world, that is, religious truth, and believe it for the sake of these facts, but 
not for the sake of its version in such or such a way" 
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|. America. 


That Mr. H. Scheid, who heads the so-called Zion congregation in Baltimore and gives 
religious lectures, is a rationalist who does not believe in Christ's divinity and thus also does not 
believe in a triune God, was known to us long ago. But whether the aforementioned lectures his 
rationalism covertly or uncovertly, and whether therefore his "congregation" is served by a 
rationalist without knowing and wanting it, or whether this is done with the knowledge and will of 
the "congregation," that is, whether the congregation agrees to reject the fundamental doctrines 
of the Christian religion: this was unknown to us until recently. Through quotations from the 
"Guidelines" which Mr. Scheib uses as a basis for his religious instruction, which were reported 
in the previous volume of "Lehre und Wehre" p. 37 ff, it has, however, become obvious to 
everyone that Mr. Scheib presents his rationalism unconcealed and that his "congregation", 
which has its children taught according to these "Guidelines", agrees with Mr. Scheid. It is true 
that Mr. Scheib replied evasively to a written inquiry addressed to him by our Baltimore Pastoral 
Conference as to whether he repudiated the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and, curiously enough, 
first demanded proof of the authority which would give the Conference the right to demand a 
confession of faith from him, but the proof demanded had already been furnished in the letter of 
inquiry as clearly as a Christian can desire. (See the correspondence in question, reported in 
"Lehre und Wehre", p. 374 f.) Since Mr. Scheib's refusal to confess his faith in the Holy Trinity is 
a sure sign that he does not believe in the Triune God, for a believer is always ready to answer 
to anyone who demands the reason for the hope that is in him (1 Petr. 3, 15.), the matter is now 
decided, namely, that Mr. Scheid is not a Christian preacher, in that he denies the fundamental 
doctrine of the Christian religion, that therefore also his congregation stands outside the Christian 
church, and that therefore finally also his baptism is not a Christian baptism, in whatever form he 
may perform it. By the way, we have been unpleasantly disappointed by Mr. Scheib's behavior 
in this matter. Earlier, on the basis of reports about Mr. Scheib, we were under the impression 
that he did not belong to the usual breed of those vulgar rationalists who still hang the mantle of 
Christianity around themselves for the sake of dear bread; rather, he was a man of conviction 
who, when asked, would frankly and freely confess that he had abandoned as irrational what the 
Christian Church had professed as its religion for 1800 years. But now we also see that Mr. 
Scheid belongs to that class of rationalists who, for the sake of the belly, as the Scriptures speak, 
want to be regarded as Christian preachers, while at best they aim at nothing but heathen 
morality. W. 

Marriage certificate. In a local newspaper we just read the following. The trial of the 
bigamist Jacob Elliott ended this day in the Milwaukee Criminal Court with the immediate release 
of the accused, since Elliott's first marriage could not be proven, allegedly because of the 
incompleteness of the marriage certificate. Section 2332 of the Revised Statutes of the State 
reads: "Clergymen or priests, before they are authorized to perform a marriage ceremony, shall 
file a copy of their ordination certificate, or other evidence of their clerical character, with the clerk 
of the circuit court of any county in the state, who shall register the same, and give a certificate 
thereof; and the place where such certificate was registered shall be shown on the certificate 
issued by any county in the state. 
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The defendant was not able to prove that the marriage certificate had been issued by a clergyman 
or priest and had been registered with him. Such a notation, as the defendant's counsel proved, 
was not contained on the marriage certificate produced, nor could it be shown that the clergyman 
who issued it had made the proper registration, and the register of the registrar's office contained 
nothing of the kind. Judge Mallory therefore held that the certificate in question was void and 
inadmissible as legal evidence of the marriage having taken place. The defender made the 
surprising assertion that he had taken occasion to make inquiries at the office of the county clerk 
and at the registrar of deeds, and had found that very few clergymen whose ordination was of an 
earlier date had made the prescribed declaration to the clerk, but that there was not a single case 
in which the prescribed note was to be found on the original certificate or in the books of the 
registrar's office. As a result, the majority of marriage certificates, or rather their registration, at 
least as far as their admission in criminal proceedings was concerned, would be null and void. 
The district attorney tried in vain to establish the legality of the marriage by means of living 
witnesses who were present at the marriage ceremony, as well as by means of the cohabitation 
of the parties. Judge Mallory stated most definitely that in civil proceedings, where divorce, 
inheritance and the like were concerned, such evidence might be admissible, but that it depended 
on the judge's discretion. In criminal proceedings, however, where the freedom of the accused 
was at stake, the legal evidence had to be complete and indubitable. With regard to the above- 
mentioned provision, he then ordered the release of the accused. - Here, once again, that 
American advocate's or judge's wisdom shines forth, which ordinary common sense cannot 
fathom and ordinary sense for what is right and wrong cannot feel; nevertheless, all preachers 
should have their consciences sharpened by the case described for the most meticulous 
observation of all formalities, which are prescribed for copulation and for the issuing of marriage 
certificates by the state. He who is negligent in this would richly deserve to be deprived by the 
State of the privilege of performing a copulation to be recognized by it; besides that it is also no 
small sin before God to be guilty, through his negligence in the discharge of his official duties, 
that nefarious men dissolve their concluded marriage covenant with impunity and commit 
adultery, that the innocent party is deprived of his spouse and children are deprived of the rights 
of legitimate children, etc. How will a servant of Christ answer for this before God?! W. 


ll. Abroad. 


Facultative civil marriage. It is well known that the believers in Germany are trying to 
persuade the government to abolish the obligatory civil marriage and to change it into a 
facultative one. On Nov. 23 of last year, Prof. v. Oettingen of Dorpat gave a lecture on this subject 
at the meeting of the Dresden City Association for Inner Mission, which contained much truth. 
He finally declared that he could not vote for the abolition of compulsory civil marriage, but even 
less for a facultative one, and that as a Christian he gratefully accepted the fait accompli, which 
had taken the ecclesiastical police stick from the state and had given the church freedom in 
addition to the tasks of pastoral care and inner mission. Redner and others remarked that, under 
the present circumstances, a return to facultative civil marriage, such as existed in Hamburg until 
1875 and is currently being striven for again by the conservative church, is not possible. 
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ADVISORY. "In Hamburg, the number of marriages performed before the registry office without 
a pastor increased from 156 to 750 between 1871 and 1875, while since the introduction of 
compulsory civil marriage, there has been a progressive decrease in marriages performed in a 
purely civil manner. In the case of the introduction of optional civil marriage, the state is actually 
forced to legitimize precisely those marriages that are morally questionable or, according to 
ecclesiastical judgment, unlawful. It is thereby induced, so to speak, to wash the dirty linen. It 
thereby becomes a cesspool for the impure stream of illicit marital tendencies, which we must 
never wish for or promote in the interest of keeping holy the God-ordained, morally disciplined 
state order. Also, the introduction of the alternative form of marriage would have the effect of 
retarding the present favorable progress in the frequency of church marriage, and would again 
awaken a more conscious opposition to Christian custom. For with the either-or, the half- 
believers, who let themselves be carried away by the current of custom, are induced to take a 
demonstrative step which then appears to be anti-church, i.e. to marry before the civil official, 
which at present is to be performed on the part of the whole community, and thus need not involve 
any hatred of church custom." (Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt.) 

Matters of divorce in Denmark. The Allg. Kz. of March 4 reports, among other things, the 
following: The state-church clergy of Denmark are not infrequently in the desperate situation of 
having to marry divorced persons again, and many a capable pastor has had to resign from the 
service of the people's church, because he did not want to offer his hand for the ecclesiastical 
conclusion of an unlawful marriage. Miraculously, the ecclesiastical authorities have tried to find 
a remedy for the consciences of the preachers by providing them with a marriage form prepared 
for such cases. Now, however, there is an attempt in certain circles to completely secure the 
servants of the church against such conflicts of conscience by applying to the Reichstag for the 
introduction of emergency civil marriage for divorced persons. 

Mission among the Seafarers in Copenhagen. The "Seemannsstube" (Seamen's 
Room), established in Copenhagen in October 1879, in which, under the leadership of a Christian 
man, the seamen who flock here from all nations find the opportunity to escape the many 
temptations threatening this class in particular, where they find a home that is always open to the 
stranger, spend their free time reading good books, conversing and writing letters, and can 
regularly hear God's Word in Danish, English, German and French, as well as all kinds of 
instructive lectures from time to time, The church, where they can spend their free time reading 
good books, talking and writing letters, and regularly hear God's word in Danish, English, German 
and French, as well as all kinds of instructive lectures from time to time, is so popular that the 
committee, whose honorary presidency has been taken over by Prince Waldemar, now sees itself 
obliged to consider the acquisition of a seamen's house of its own. A regulated pastoral care 
among the seamen on board the ships as well as in the log houses and hospitals has been 
brought into being with this new branch of the Inner Mission. 

(Allg. Kz. of March 4.) 

Palatine. The Allg. Kz. of March 18 reports: For a decade a former Baden sergeant, named 
WiBwasser, from Mannheim, has gained a very great influence on some Palatine "communities." 
For a time he held his hours of edification with them unmolested, although they did not enjoy the 
favor of public opinion. Since these communities were becoming more and more alienated from 
their church, and Wisswasser was trying to undermine the reputation of the local clergy, whether 
they were positive or not, his faithful began to build their own prayer houses here and there. In 
the past year the son of WiBwasser, who had returned from America, also began to work as a 
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"Lutheran pastor" his activity among them. Not only did he often hold hours of edification during 
the public church service, but he also performed sacramental acts from time to time. Since both 
are contrary to the existing law, in that only an ordained clergyman has the right to administer the 
sacraments, the intervention of the police was provoked. By the latter, however, the followers of 
WiBwasfer felt offended, the more so because they could not see their injustice. Thus it came 
about that they, in order to be able to hold their services from then on without being bothered, 
declared their resignation from the unchurched church and converted to the "Free Protestant 
Diaspora Community", whose head is the aforementioned Wisswisser (Wissowatius?). The 
separation is obviously not important, since the "WiBwafferians" have long since disintegrated 
with the majority of the Pietist communities due to the predominant influence of WiBwasser. 

Conduct of the German church regiments. How honestly they mean it, when they 
sometimes do not want to confirm an unbelieving pastor elected by the congregations, can be 
seen from the following. Dr. Munkel writes in his "N. Zeitbl." of March 3: "The preacher Lic. 
HoBbach has, of course, been declared unsuitable by the church regime to hold the pastorate of 
the Jacobi congregation in Berlin because of his offensive neo-Protestantism, but has otherwise 
been left in his previous preaching position. Now another congregation in Berlin has elected him 
as a preacher at the Neum Church, and since acceptance has not happened, the church regiment 
has confirmed him and the Superintendent Pancke has introduced him into his office. 

Conviction. (See p. 160 in the April issue.) The pastor of the separated Lutheran 
congregation in Hanover, H. Gerhold, who had been sentenced to six months' imprisonment by 
the criminal division of the Royal Regional Court in Hanover for leése-majesté, committed in an 
article entitled "Zeichen der Zeit" ("Signs of the Times") in the newspaper "Unter dem Kreuze" 
("Under the Cross") published by him, had appealed against this decision to the Imperial Court. 
The latter has now decided in its session of March 5 that the appeal, which complained of a 
violation of § 95 of the penal code as well as § 266 of the code of criminal procedure, is to be 
dismissed and the defendant is to be ordered to pay the costs. 

Christ's divinity asserted and at the same time denied. The following writing has just 
appeared: "The Doctrine of the Deity of Christ, presented by Dr. H. Schultz in Géttingen." (Gotha, 
F. A. Perthes. p. 731. m. 13.) In an advertisement of this work, Dr. Munkel writes: "As Professor 
Dr. Schultz writes, a common view has been formed in wide theological circles, in spite of all the 
differences in individual opinions, which he wishes to express and strengthen in this work. Dr. 
Schultz declares himself to be firmly in favor of the fact that the divinity of Christ is taught and 
testified to in the Holy Scriptures, and not merely on the basis of individual sayings, but in 
accordance with the whole of Scripture, in so far as it deals with Christ. On the other hand, on the 
basis of the results he has obtained, he rejects the doctrine of the deity of Christ as established 
by the church and incorporated in our confessions. He does not want to present an old doctrine 
in a new way, but to substitute a new doctrine for the old. What he rejects is nothing less than the 
two natures of Christ, the Godhead and the humanity in One Person, the true Godhead of Christ 
in essence and its pre-worldly existence at the same time as the Trinity. He is a Unitarian, 
inasmuch as he knows only one God and only one man, Jesus Christ. But how is it possible that 
he can speak of the divinity of Christ, if the incarnation of God may not be spoken of? It is said to 
be possible because in the man Jesus, through the Holy Spirit, the will of God dwelt and reigned 
perfectly for the establishment and consummation of the kingdom of God: 
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And as the congregation of God is already endowed with the name of God, so much more is he, 
the incomparable executor of the kingdom and the clear revelator of God, who was transfigured 
through death and resurrection and became God, although the disposition to divinity was already 
in him beforehand from his baptism. Accordingly, Christ is not God-man, but God-become-man, 
and we must not speak of God becoming man, but only of man becoming God. That this, taken 
literally, amounts to nonsense, need not be said to Dr. Schultz. No man can become God, and 
Dr. Schultz does not claim that either. Christ is to him only titular God, because he is endowed 
with the divine attributes of wisdom, love, power, and so forth. - So far Minkel. This, then, is the 
"view which is common in wide circles, in spite of all the differences in individual views"? - It 
almost seems as if Schultz were right. W. 

Protestant-Unionist Jesuitism. The Schteswig Holstein Protestant Association deacon 
Luhr has published a pamphlet under the title "Zur Abwehr," in which he writes, among other 
things: "I will confess it openly, before | entered the clerical office, | bore myself with many doubts 
of conscience as to whether | would be able to take this oath" (to the ecclesiastical symbols) "with 
my conviction of faith; for it says here, after all, of the pure teaching of the divine Word and of the 
unaltered Augsburg Confession." "But," writes the Allg. Kz. of March 11, "Pastor Lihr took the 
oath, because - he reassures himself - no one can know what pure doctrine is, and the Augsburg 
Confession is only mentioned secondarily! Besides, he says, the pastors of the old General 
Superintendent Callisen had earlier sworn "to teach according to the instructions of the Augsburg 
Confession. Thus do the Herr Protestantenvereinler practice the "pure morality" which, according 
to them, constitutes the core of Christ's teaching! Thus these brave fighters against Jesuitism 
take the same, when it comes to dear bread, as their pattern! Ww. 

Cloter's end. Dr. Minkel writes in the "N. Zeitblatt" of March 3: "His branches in Russia, in 
order to save the church of God there from the final destruction and the judgments of God, have 
done bad business and are in a sad state. He himself has fared even worse. Because of 
misdemeanors he was dismissed from his Lutheran parish office in Illenschwang by the Bavarian 
Consistory. He wrote about it in his "Briderboten": "| myself did not absolve myself of all guilt. | 
look back on my life and find nothing but ruin, sin, fear and misery from my earliest youth. If one 
is to be a preacher, and has himself always to contend with the terrible power of sin and sensuality 
and frivolity, without the grace of God becoming so powerful as to help to perfect victory: that is 
ahard ministry." This soothes us against Cléter, and might reconcile us to him, if the swarm-spirit 
were not still powerful in him, and blinded his eyes. He still continues his swarm-spirit messenger 
"for the union of many brothers in the spirit," and he is not yet tired of the mad goings-on of his 
exodus matter. What will come out of it at last but a sad abandoned ruin? 

Schwarzburg-Sondershausen, a small country of 15 square miles with 71,000 
inhabitants, maintains two grammar schools, two secondary schools and a teacher training 
college at state expense. 

Switzerland. There we read: A worrying sign of the times for the future of the Swiss people 
will have to be seen in the fact that in the canton of Zurich 56 of the pupils of the state teachers’ 
seminary in KUBnacht spurn participation in the teaching of the "History of Religion", i.e. from the 
outset 
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that their future activity as educators of the youth will be one of an anti-Christian spirit: spirit. In 
the same canton, it even happened during the last census that several seminarians expressly 
entered themselves as "atheists" in the list. 

England. In Luthardt's Allg. Kz. of 11 Feb. we read: One worry, however, falls more and 
more heavily on the hearts of the churchmen. The call for separation of the church from the 


state, up to now only the motto of the Liberation Society, but often heard in Parliament, has 
found a loud echo not only among the ritualists, but also among the more moderate high 
churchmen, and it seems as if the collapse of a state church, which is not unjustly accused of 
excessive "Erastianism", should already be in sight on the horizon, "Disestablishment" is in the 
last analysis the only solution to the present turmoil. 

Scotland. About the case of Robertson Smith (see previous issue) we read in Minkel's N. 
Zeitbl. of Feb. 17: Robertson Smith, according to the decision of the Commission of the Scottish 
Free Church, has had to stop his biblical lectures to the 6 to 8 students in Aberdeen until the 
Synod has decided about him. Instead, at the urging of his friends, he now lectures in Edinburgh 
and Glasgow on the state of Biblical criticism. The lectures, which were delivered twice on the 
same day, attracted an audience of about 1600, among whom were distinguished members of 
the congregation; for the propertied and influential class were on his side. Certainly he will have 
used the lectures to defend himself, even if he will not have provided new material for 
accusations. Nevertheless, it is an event for the Scottish Free Church that all the doubts and 
attacks against the Bible, in which German theology has come particularly far, are carried into 
the congregations, where they do as much damage as they do to 6 to 8 students. 

Necrological. On March 10 of this year, Pastor J. K. H. Fréhlich, Rector of the Lutheran 
Deaconesses' Institution and Church Councillor in Dresden, who was known to some members 
of our Synod, died suddenly after a short illness at the age of 55. - On April 7, Dr. Joh. Heinr. 
Wichern, the founder and director of the so-called Rauhes Haus in Horn, died in this institute. 
He was born on April 21, 1608 in Hamburg. 


Notice. 


The editor of "Old and New," in No. 7 of his paper, calls upon "those concerned" to give a 
more detailed account of certain accusations made against him at the Chicago Conference, 
which concern the "personal side" of the present controversy. We are not inclined to offer our 
"doctrine and woes" for the discussion of these matters, although we are convinced that what 
originally drove the editor of "A. & N." into the "fight" was of a very personal nature. The editor 
of "A. u. N." will, because he is pressing out of it, be given a more than satisfactory answer 
publicly in another way at the time (the "persons concerned" are not all in St. Louis). For the 
time being and here only this, that the representation of "A. and N." concerning the personal 
side is -in some parts incorrect, but nevertheless already proves a part of the "accusations" 
raised against its editor as correct. The Editorial Board. 


Corrigendum. 


In the last number, p. 118, line 8 from the bottom, instead of, "faith a cause of blessedness, 
etc.," read, " election a cause of blessedness, etc." 
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The Synergistic Pelagian Doctrine of Grace Election. 


(Continued.) 


Before we proceed to the application of our presentation of the synergistic- 
Pelagian doctrine of the election of grace to our present opponents, we deem it 
necessary to first present not only a few more propositions rejected by our orthodox 
theologians, both those of the synergists of the sixteenth and those of the 
seventeenth century, but also a number of propositions of our orthodox dogmatists 
that exclude any synergism. For only then will it become clear to many that only a 
synergistic interest could have produced the opposition to our confessional doctrine 
of the election of grace, although, as always, so also today, synergism seeks to 
disguise itself as much as possible when it is in its interest to maintain the 
appearance and glory of orthodoxy. It is true that we have been advised by friends 
to wait longer with our exposition of the synergistic-Pelagian doctrine of election by 
grace, because with our expositions we would only make our opponents more 
cautious not to betray their synergism, but to disguise it in every way; but the same 
opponents, although they ostentatiously, with the most innocent mien in the world, 
have renounced all (!) synergism, and have also avoided certain notoriously 
synergistic catchwords and exchanged them for others, they have nevertheless 
already come out so openly with their synergism that it seems to us that the time has 
come to finally strip them of the garment of orthodoxy in which they have wrapped 
themselves. 

First of all, as far as the synergism is concerned which became loud within our 
church in the 16th century, of which Melanchthon was the first representative, it is 
known that it is most pronounced in the writings of the Leipzig superintendent and 
professor Dr. Johann Pfeffinger, co-author of the Leipzig Interim. One of the most 
notorious synergistic writings of the same belongs here 
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was published in 1555 in Leipzig under the title: "Five questions about the freedom 
of the human will",*). It contains 41 detailed theses. 

Since this writing has come to our attention just in these days, we are 
subsequently sharing the following sentences from it: 

"If the will were idle or purely moral, there would be no difference between the 
pious and the wicked, or between the elect and the reprobate, but between Saul and 
David, between Judas and Peter. And God would be made an overseer of persons, 
and the author of obstinacy in the ungodly and reprobate. Also, in God would be set 
contradictory wills, which indeed contends with all the holy Scriptures. From this it 
follows that there is some cause in us why some agree and others disagree. But the 
Scripture expressly says, that with God there is no respect of persons, Deut. 10, (17.) 
Apost. 10, (34.) Rom. 2, (11.) &c. Neither must the respect of the person be 
understood of that which is visible in man, as some interpret it, but that he is not 
altogether equal against his equals. But this is the highest praise of the righteousness 
of God, that he is equal against equals according to the rule which he has given. "**) 

"For therefore are we chosen and accepted, because we believe on the Son." 
t) 

"There is no doubt that the cause of rejection is not the will of God, but the sins 
of men, but that the cause of election in the will of God is the mercy of God reconciled 
through Christ, who became the sacrifice and ransom for the sins of the human race. 
As it is said, 'God so loved the world,’ etc., and Eph. 1: 'Who hath chosen us in Christ 
before the foundation of the world, and hath given us to Himself. 


*) "De libertate voluntatis humanae quaestiones quinque." 
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ordained to filiation through the Son.' Further, 'He loved us for the Beloved's sake: 
He loved us for the Beloved's sake.*) But our apprehension must concur with this. 
For since the promise of grace is universal, and we must obey the promise, it follows 
that some distinction between the elect and the rejected is to be drawn from our will, 
namely, that those who resist the promise are rejected, but on the contrary, those 
who embrace the promise are accepted. "**) 

"Although some cry out that the help of the Holy Spirit is diminished and 
diminished if even the least thing is ascribed to the human will, and although this 
may seem to be a respectable and applaudable reason, yet pious hearts see that by 
this opinion of ours, according to which we ascribe to our will a participation, that is, 
some kind of consent and apprehension, nothing is at all cut off from the help of the 
Holy Spirit. For we maintain that the chief part is to be ascribed to the same, in that 
he first and foremost, by the word or voice of the gospel, moves hearts to believe, to 
which thereupon we also, as much as is in us, must consent, and not resist the 
moving Holy Spirit, but submit ourselves to the word, consider, learn, and hear the 
same." Tt) 


*) If we here expressly remark that we naturally do not reject what is correct in Pfeffinger's 
propositions which we cite, but only mention something of it for the sake of coherence, then this 
remark may perhaps seem superfluous to the reader; but some of our opponents have already 
proved themselves so mendacious and vituperative in their polemics against us that they can be 
trusted to write and cry out into the world without that express remark on our part: from what we 
reject in Pfeffinger, one can see that we also reject purely evangelical truths as synergistic errors. 
By the way, it is important for the evaluation of our opponents to know what even the grossest 
synergists once admitted without giving up the least bit of their synergism. 


*) "Hoc igitur certo statuendum est, causam rejectionis seu reprobationis 
non esse voluntatem Dei, sed peccata hominum. Electionis vero causam in 
voluntate Dei esse misericordiam Dei placati per Christum, factum victimam et 
lytron pro peccatis generis humani. Sicut dicitur:. ‘Sic Deus dilexit mundum' etc., 
et Eph. 1. dicitur: ,Qui elegit nos in Christo ante fabricationem mundi et praefinivit 
nos ad adoptionem per Filium.' Item: 'Dilexit nos propter dilectum.' Sed concurrere 
oportet apprehensionem nostram. Quia enim promissio gratiae universalis est et 
n‘cesse est nos obedire promissioni: sequitur aliquod discrimen inter electos et 
rejectos a voluntate nostra sumendum esse, videlicet repugnantes promissioni 
rejici, contra vero amplec- tentes promissionem recipi." (Thes. 29. 30.) 

T) ,Quamquam vociferantur quidam, extenuari et imminui auxilium Spiritus 
Sancti, si vel minimum voluntati humanae tribuatur; haec quamvis 
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"There is also nothing in Paul's saying, ‘Faith is the gift of God,' contrary to this 
opinion of ours. For we are not justified for our quality and worthiness, but for the 
merit of Christ, which we lay hold of by faith, which faith or confidence the Holy Spirit 
kindles in us, if we do not resist, but consent and seek to obey. And indeed this faith, 
after it has been awakened and exercised by the terror of conscience, becomes more 
fervent, increased, and strengthened. And although original sin has brought upon our 
nature such a sad and dreadful destruction as can scarcely be imagined, yet it must 
not be supposed that all the knowledge which was in the souls of the first men before 
the fall was wholly effaced and destroyed after the fall, or that the human will differs 
in nothing from a boulder or an anvil, for we are, as St. Paul most emphatically says, 
"all things that were in the souls of the first men before the fall. We are, as St. Paul 
most emphatically says, 'God's fellow-workers,’ which co-operation, however, is 
assisted and strengthened by the Holy Spirit." *) 

"It is God that worketh in you both to will and to do, according to his good 
pleasure." (Phil. 2, 13.) It is certain that St. Paul also in this passage speaks of the 
good and salutary actions or vocational business, as appears from the whole context 
of the speech, (salvation, salvation, blessedness) "he calls v. 12. the- 


speciosa et plausibilis videri possit ratio, tamen piae mentes intelligunt, hac ipsa 
nostra sententia, qua tribuimus aliquam synergiam voluntati nostrae, videlicet 
qualemcunque assensionem et apprehensionem, prorsus nihil detrahi de auxilio 
Spiritus Sancti. Huic enim primas partes dandas et tribuendas esse affirmamus, qui 
primum ac principaliter movet per verbum seu vocem evangelii corda, ut credant, 
cui deinde et nos, quantum in nobis est, assentiri oportet et moventi Spiritui Sancto 
non repugnare, sed nos verbo subjicere, cogitare, discere et audire illud." .(Thes. 
34.) 

*) Nec ab hac nostra sententia quicquam alieni continet hoc dictum S. Pauli: 
‘Fides donum Dei est.’ Sumus enim justi non propter nostram qualitatem aut 
dignitatem, sed propter meritum Christi, quod fide apprehendimus, quam fidem 
seu fiduciam accendit Spiritus Sanctus in nobis, non repugnantibus, sed 
assentientibus et obedire conantibus. Quae quidem fides deinde, in pavoribus 
conscientiae excitata et agitata, fit ardentior, augetur et confirmatur. Et quamvis 
peccatum originis tristem atque horribilem ruinam naturae nostrae attulerit, 
quantum vix cogitare possumus: tamen non ideo existimandum est, omnes prorsus 
notitias, quae fuerunt in mentibus primorum parentum ante lapsum, deletas et 
exstinctas esse post lapsum aut voluntatem humanam nihil a saxo vel incude 
differre; sumus enim, ut gravissime dixit S. Paul, 'synergi Dei,’ quae quidem 
synergia adjuvatur a Spiritu Sancto et confirmatur." (Thes. 36.) What Paul says of 


himself and his believing fellow-laborers and fellow-workers, 1 Cor. 3, 9. 2 Cor. 6, 2. thus 
Pfeffinger refers to those not yet in the faith! 
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the same which St. Peter, in his 2nd Epistle, Cap. 1, (v. 10.) calls, that is, the 
profession, or the professional business, which he is called to execute with great 
diligence." *) 

Thus far Pfeffinger. Now, while some of our opponents will find nothing 
objectionable in all of Pfeffinger's statements, except, for instance, that he says 
outright that man is "God's co-helper" in his conversion, and is not afraid to use even 
the word "synergy" (co-operation) and "synergos" (co-worker) of the man who is first 
to be converted,**On the other hand, when Pfeffinger published his theses "On the 
Freedom of the Human Will" in 1555, a cry of indignation went through the entire 
orthodox Lutheran Church of that time because of the obvious apostasy from the 
pure doctrine of the Reformation reflected in Pfeffinger's theses. It was especially the 
faithful disciples of Luther, Amsdorf and Flacius, who at that time was still strictly 
Lutheran in all points, who opposed Pfeffinger in sharp writings and thereby rendered 
themselves highly deserving of our church for all times. Some of our present 
opponents will perhaps completely disavow Pfeffinger, but a closer examination of 
the reasons with which they oppose us will show that they are essentially on 
Pfeffinger's side. It will then become evident that for no other reason do they label us 
Calvinists, although we, as they know quite well, heartily condemn the whole 
Calvinistic system, than in order to mask their, whether conscious or unconscious, 
synergism with it. We do indeed, with Chemnitz, allow faith in time to follow election 
as its effect, not to precede it, which, according to the wording, our dogmatists do, 
however, fight against the Calvinists; but our opponents know quite well +) that our 
doctrine of the relation of faith to election is far different from the doctrine of the 
Calvinists on 


*) In order to get rid of the passage Phil. 2,13., which will destroy his whole theory, Pfeffinger 
reinterprets the word "blessedness" used in verse 12. into "occupation" and “occupational 


business". In Latin his words are, ",Deus est, qui efficit in vobis, et ut velitis, et ut perficiatis, 
pro bona sua voluntate/ Certum est, et hoc loco S. Paulum loqui de bonis et salutaribus 
actionibus seu vocationis officiis, ut apparet ex tota serie“prationis. Xwtypiav vocat idem, 
quod S. Petrus in 2. epistola cap. 1. Anow, id est, vocationem seu officia vocationis, quae 


praecipit magna cum attentione esse exequenda." (Thes. 39.) 

*) We do not even think of the large number of semi-rationalists and whole Pelagians who 
now cheer our opponents to their shame. For them, Pfeffinger is still too orthodox; in any case, 
they consider it a miserable quibble and hair-splitting to still want to criticize the pronouncements, 
which are just as "biblical" as they are reasonable. 


t) We say, "Our opponents know quite well." If some of them do not know, it would only be 
a proof that such theological ignoramuses should follow Jacob's admonition to "be quick to hear, 
but slow to speak" (Jam. 1,19.), but much more slow - to write. 
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this point, that therefore their (our opponents’) polemic against our proposition: "faith 
follows election," has not the least to do with the polemic of our dogmatists against 
the Calvinists, and consequently their invoking the dogmatists as their warrant is vain 
wind and deceit. They also know quite well, when in their use of synergistic 
expressions they hide behind our dogmatists, who in their struggle against the 
Calvinistic heresy sometimes used similar or even the same expressions, that the 
quite different antithesis against which the synergistic-sounding expressions of the 
dogmatists were directed also gave them a quite different meaning than they now 
have in the mouths of our opponents. For example, when we Lutherans speak to the 
Capernaites of a" spiritual " manner of the presence of the body and blood of Christ 
in the Holy Supper, this has quite a different meaning than when the Calvinists speak 
to us Lutherans of a spiritual manner of the presence. (See Concordienbuch p. 669. 
f. 104. f.) The meaning of a term (expression) is always determined (more closely 
defined) by that which is opposite to it, as scholars well know. Our opponents do it 
now, as once in Augustine's time the Pelagians did, who likewise appealed to the 
strongly Pelagian-sounding expressions of the earlier Church Fathers, who were not 
rejected by the Church, but to whom Augustine replied: "When the Pelagians had not 
yet begun to argue, the Fathers spoke more carelessly." *) May our opponents 
therefore only continue as they have begun, so the future will show what sad goal 
they have steered toward. May God prevent them from finally becoming a new 


synergistic-Slagian sect bearing Luther's name! Think of the Arminians! Vestigia 
terrent.**) 


*) "Pelagianis nondurp litigantibus patres securius locuti sunt." This passage from 


Augustine's writing "Contra Julianum’” is cited by Balthasar Meisner in his Anthropology in the 
23rd Disputation, which deals with the reasons which the Papists are wont to put forward for the 
constant will of man. See E. 3, where Meisner gives a whole register of perverse expressions, 
also in other doctrines, which the earlier church fathers used and which later false teachers 
invoked in vain. 


**Do not be surprised that we now begin to speak of and to our opponents in a different 
tone than before. For a whole year we have patiently allowed ourselves to be reviled and 
blasphemed by them as gross false teachers; we have calmly listened to their wild cries of 
Calvinism, into which we were supposed to have fallen; we have corrected careless and in part 
misunderstandable expressions used by us; we have explained ourselves more clearly and 
better; we have clearly demonstrated from Scripture and confession our doctrine according to 
proposition and contrast: all this has been entirely in vain for our opponents. Instead of at least 
becoming more moderate in their polemics against us, they have only become more and more 
rabid from month to month, and more and more insolent in their untrue insimulations and 
malicious misrepresentations of our words, until at last the newest professor at Columbus has 
made himself known to his new patrons through a 
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Our task here cannot be to give a complete history of synergism in the time 
before the appearance of the Concordia formula. We therefore pass over the 
synergistic omissions of Georg Major, Paul Eber, Johann StéBel, Victorin Strigel, and 
others, and now share only a few sentences from the writings of those who belong 
to the school of Dr. Georg Calixt from Helmstadt, the so-called syncretists, who were 
at the same time synergists, but who refined and masked synergism even more in 
this and that point, but sometimes went out with it almost more roughly. As is well 
known, Latermann, Hornejus, Dreier, Hildebrand and others belonged to them. 

Concerning Latermann, Quenstedt writes: "Johann Latermann's paradoxes, 
which occur in the disputation on predestination *) held under Dr. G. Calixt's 
presidency at Helmstadt, are the following- 


This is the reason why we have introduced a little book, which puts everything that our opponents 
have done in this direction in the shade. In the end, it is said that "in this piece we have joined 
the old arch-enemies of the pure Lutheran doctrine, the Calvinists"! To him, then, it is specifically 
Calvinistic that God has decided from eternity to give to the elect, by grace alone, for Christ's 
sake, not only blessedness but also faith, that is, the means of receiving it, and whoever teaches 
this, as we do, has thus, according to him, "sided with the old arch-enemies of the pure Lutheran 
doctrine"! Thus this writer of American theological polemics has expressed for all time an infamy 
which has not been received everywhere with the greatest indignation, but on the part of our 
opponents with applause, yes, with clapping of hands, only because this kind of polemic is 
directed against the hated Missouri. By the way, the public polemics of our opponents against 
their private ones seem but child's play. Only a few days ago we received a letter from a godly 
member of the congregation of one of our opponents, in which the same highly concerned asks 
us whether we really no longer believe, as has been taught in the "Lutheran": "that the elect are 
chosen out of pure mercy in Christ, without any merit or good works on our part, and that God 
saves us according to the purpose of his will"; the member of the congregation declares that 
since it has been said in his church that the Missouri Synod now teaches differently from what 
the "Lutheran" teaches, he no longer has any peace. It may be seen from this that our opponents 
privately make a still more unsound use of their tactic of proving the monstrousness of our 
doctrine of election by grace from the reasoning which may be drawn from it, although they know 
quite well that quite the same reasoning may be drawn from their doctrine of this mystery; for 
they also teach, with the dogmatists of the seventeenth century, that election is an unchangeable 
fact. For they also teach, with the dogmatists of the seventeenth century, that election is 
immutable and particular, that conversion is the work of God alone, and that God's 
foreknowledge is infallible, and that what God foreknows comes to pass certainly and as God 
foreknows. 

*It is well to notice that Latermann treated the doctrine of free will and of conversion in his 
disputation on predestination; for these doctrines are inseparable from each other, and the 
mystery of conversion is no other than the mystery of the election of grace, and vice versa. It is 
therefore very characteristic that our opponents, when they refer to the mystery of conversion in 
the disputation on the mystery of predestination 


232The Synergistic Pelagian Doctrine of Grace Election. 


den. Thesis 32: "That the grace of God is offered, that after it is offered, it may be in 
man's power to perform by it that which is necessary to conversion and salvation, 
and if he will yield to his wickedness, not to perform it: this we prove in the following 
manner. Further, he says in Thesis 33: "All can, if they will, be converted." And 
Thesis 34. 'It is in the power of man to will to be converted, and not to will to be 
converted." Thesis 35. 'Man converts voluntarily,’ etc. And finally, Thesis 42: "If the 
exhortations are not in vain, as indeed they are not, everything will depend on the 
cooperation of man, i. e., on man working freely in the power of grace, believing 
freely, persevering freely. - To these words of Latermann, the Strassburg 
theologians, in their judgment on Joh. Latermann's disputations and negotiations, p. 
8, make the following remarks: (1) He says nothing that Bellarmin, Gregory of 
Valentia, Becanus, Tanner, and others have not said and asserted, who have been 
declared guilty of Pelagianism or Semi-Pelagianism with great agreement among 
the theologians. (2) He says nothing which the Synergists' (of the sixteenth century) 
"have not also said. For these also made the gift of grace a presupposition, and 
protested in the clearest terms: "We presuppose a will prepared by the Lord, and 
maintain that it freely converts to God, not in the sense that man's free will does this 
of its own power, but that it so converts itself by the power of the grace bestowed by 
God that it cannot convert. This might (the Strasburg theologians continue) be 
proved by a great multitude of Victorin Strigel's testimonies, if it were not quite known 
to every one." *) 


The same is true of the doctrine of predestination, which is not the subject of conversion, but of 
predestination. Finally, therefore, it will undoubtedly become so clear that even the most ignorant 
can see that the ultimate cause of the contradiction against our, i.e., the biblical Lutheran, 
doctrine of election by grace lies not in the zeal of our opponents for the generality of grace, 
which is, after all, established in our doctrine, but in their synergistic doctrine of conversion. 


*) "Joh. Latermanni in exerc. de praedestin. sub praesidio D. G. Ca- lixti, habita 
Helmst., haec sunt paradoxa. Thes. 32.: ,Nunc quod gratia Dei offeratur, ut ea 
oblata in hominis potestate sit, per earn ilia, quae ad conversionem et salutem 
necessaria sunt, praestare et, si pravitati suae in- dulgere velit, non praestare, in 
hunc modum demonstramus etc/ It. th. 33.: ,Omnes', inquit, ,si velint, possunt se 
convertere/ Et th. 34.: ,In potestate hominis est, velle se convertere et nolle se 
convertere/ Th. 35.: ,Homo libere se convertit etc.' Ac denique th. 42.: ,Quod si 
adhortationes frustra- neae non sunt, ut certe non sunt, pendebunt omnia simul a 
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Conr. Hornejus writes: "The parable of the labourers in the vineyard, Matth. 
20, is also to be seen here, for this indicates that eternal life is not granted to anyone 
absolutely, but with this condition: if one works diligently in the vineyard of the Lord. 
. . Now this ordinance was not made for the worthiness of faith, or of works flowing 
out of faith; but according to the providence of faith alone, which worketh by love, as 
a condition whereby God by grace hath determined to make us blessed." *) This 
omission of Hornejus sets 


hominis, h. e., ab homine in virtute gratiae libere operante, libere credente, libere 
perseverante.' Ad haec verba Latermanni theol. Argentor. in judicio suo de 
disputatis et actitatis a J. Latermanno pag. 8. annotant: ,1. Nihil dicit, quod non 
etiam Bellarminus, Gregory, de Valentia, Becanus, Tannerus et alii dixerunt, 
asseruerunt, qui tamen magno theologorum consensu pela- gianismi et 
semipelagianismi rei dicti sunt. 2. Nihil dicit, quod non syner- gistae dixerunt. 
Nam et illi beneficium gratiae supposuerunt et clarissime protestati sunt: 
Supponimus voluntatem praeparatam a Domino, eamque libere se ad Deum 
convertere asseveramus, non eo sensu, ac si libera voluntas hominis propriis 
viribus suis id praestet, sed quod virtute gratiae divinitus collatae ita se convertat, 
ut possit se etiam non convertere. Possit id (pergunt theologi Argentor.) quam 
pluribus V. Strigelii testimoniis comprobari, si non omnibus esset notissimum." 


(Th. did.-pol. P. II. e. 3. s. 2. q. 2. f. 2006.) To this testimony we permit ourselves to call 
our readers’ attention in particular. It contains the most subtle and hidden, but none the less 
rejected by all our orthodox dogmatists, synergism, which is now the generally prevailing one in 
the best dogmatic writings. It is true that it teaches man's participation by means of the powers 
of grace offered in vocation, and thus believes that it escapes the reproach of synergism, 
namely, man's participation 'out of his natural powers.' But at best this is based on self- 
deception. For if a man who has not yet been converted is to and can himself use the powers 
of grace offered in order to be converted, he must either have a natural power to use the powers 
of grace offered, or he must already be alive, active, that is, converted, before his conversion! 
In any case, Latermann's theory seeks to save the semi-Pelagian doctrine, that man's 
blessedness does not rest solely in the hands of God, but depends in the last analysis on man's 
own decision. This, however, takes away the glory of God and Christ, and denies and destroys 
the gospel of righteousness and salvation by grace alone. 


*) "Spectat huc etiam parabola operariorum Matth. 20., quia vitam aeternam 
non absolute cuiquam decerni monstrat, sed cum conditione, si in vinea Domini 
sedulo laborarit. . . . Sed nec ex fidei seu operhm fidei dignitate facta est, 
verumtamen tantum secundum praevisionem fidei, quae per caritatem efficax est, 
ut conditionem aliquam, sub qua nos Deus gratis salvare decrevit." (Disput. th. P. 


II. Disp. 2. de praedestinatione § 32. 42. P- 225. 237. Citirt in the above German 
translation in the Wittenberg Consilien Tom. |. f. 902.) To this testimony, too, we call special 
attention in advance, according to which faith is made a condition of blessedness. 
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Calov, who cites the same, contrary to Concordia Formula, Art. Il. Decl. p. 723, § 88: 
"Therefore it is false and unjust when it is taught that not only the mercy of God and 
the most holy merit of Christ, but also in us is a cause of God's election, for which 
God has chosen us to eternal life. For not only before we have done any good, but 
also before we are born, hath he chosen us in Christ, yea, before the foundation of 
the world was laid; *) and that the providence of God might be according to election, 
it was said unto him, not of the merit of works, but of the grace of the caller, thus, 
The greatest shall be made servants to the least. As it is written, | loved Jacob, but | 
hated Esau. Rom. 9, Il-13. Ephes. 1, 4-6. 11." 

Calov writes: "We reject those who teach that it cannot be otherwise, that man 
must doubt his constancy in the faith until his end and the eternal blessedness that 


hangs on it. Thus Joh. Latermannus teaches in his Exercit. de aeterna Dei 


praedestinatione § 43: It cannot be otherwise: for since a man is certain that he can in 
the future fall away from the present undoubted hope of his salvation, he must doubt 
whether he will persevere in faith to the end, from which perseverance, however, the 
judgment must be made unanimously and alone, whether one will be saved or not. 
Which then no one may wonder, because God himself, whether this or that one will 
infallibly attain to salvation, passes judgment from every one's perseverance in faith 
to the end." +) Therefore the said Latermannus adds in the place cited: Estius, the 
pope, from whom Cajetano and Toleto (both cardinals) noted in the 8th chapter of 
the epistle to the Romans that Paul spoke of the preservation of the saints only 
insofar (when he says: Who will separate us from the love of God? etc.) that "God's 
part is inclined to preserve them," and soon thereafter he also adds this from St. Paul: 
‘Some of the apostle's word have turned to this. 


*) If the Concordia formula proves the doctrine that nothing in man is a cause of election, 
not only from the fact that the elect were chosen before they did anything good, but also from the 
fact that they were chosen before they were born, even before the foundation of the world, it 
follows irrefutably from this that, according to the Concordia formula, even the foreseen but not 
yet existing faith in man could not have been a cause of election, in whatever class of causes 
one may classify it. 


t) "Quid? quod res aliter se habere non possit: cum enim homo ea de re 
certus sit, quod spe salutis, quae pro praesenti indubitata esse potest, post hac 
excidere poterat, de finali perseverantia non potest non esse dubius, ex qua tamen 
de certitudine salutis unice judicandum. Id quod nemini mirum videri debet, cum 
ipse Deus de eo, num ille vel iste ad salutem certo perventurus sit, ex finali in fide 
perseverantia judicium ferat." 
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Because of this, that they were thought to be so. St. Paul would have been revealed 
by God that he would persevere in the faith; but this is false; for because St. Paul 
thinks he may become reprobate, he has not been certain of his election of grace." 
*) (Consil. Witeberg. |, 965.) To these sentences Calov opposes from the Epitome of 
the 3rd Article of the Formula of Concord p. 528. f. § 9.We also believe, teach, and 
confess, notwithstanding that many weaknesses and infirmities still cling to the true 
believers and the truly born-again, even to the pits, since they should not doubt their 
righteousness, which is imputed to them by faith, nor their salvation, but should 
consider it certain that they have a gracious God for Christ's sake, by virtue of the 
promise and word of the holy gospel." - It is indeed frightening that men who pretend 
to fight for the grace of the gospel teach such a gospel, according to which no one 
can be sure of his salvation during his life. Woe to one. Woe to a congregation that 
has such an evangelist! 
(To be continued.) 


On the wrong and the right concept of choice. 


(Conclusion.) 

It was briefly explained in the last number of this magazine how the concept of 
election, according to which it is supposed to have taken place in view of persevering 
faith, collapses into itself as soon as the Scriptural provisions "election to sprinkling 
of the blood of Christ, to filiation, to sanctification" are included in it. These provisions 
have no place beside "in respect of persevering faith." According to this concept of 
election, a man must have remained in faith in the thoughts of God to the end, and 
must have completed the whole Christian course, passing through repentance, faith, 
and sanctification, before God chose him. According to this concept of election, the 
acts of God by which a blessed person is led to blessedness are ranked: Calling, 
conversion, justification, sanctification, preservation, election. Election comes at the 
very end. When "A. and N." recently wanted to call the judgment of the last day 
"election," it was quite consistent. Election - judgment of the last day: that is really 
the meaning of election, which is to take place in view of faith, more especially of 
persevering faith. 


*) "Nonnulli verbis apostoli inducti existimarunt, Paulo suam in bono 
perseverantiam divinitus revelatam fuisse; sed falsum id est; quia enim se 


renrohnm fieri nosse clare statuit. de electione sua certus non fuit." 
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From this it may be partly understood why election is not supposed to be the 
cause of the calling, conversion, faith, etc., of the elect. The elect, according to this 
concept of election, must already have not only faith, but also persevering faith, in 
God's foreknowledge, before God could elect them. Faith to the end, and with it all 
that belongs to the Christian walk, sanctification, preservation, etc., are, according 
to this concept of the natural order, prior to election. 

One therefore finds Calvinism and Calvinistic approaches in such phrases as 
"election an ordinance to vocation, to conversion, to faith," etc., which correspond 
exactly to the expression "election is a cause of blessedness and what belongs to 
it." 

But let us not be misled. Let us consult the Scriptures and the Confession. 

Does Scripture place calling, faith, preservation in faith, etc., before election, 
so that faith and persevering faith would be a condition precedent to election: or does 
it make all this follow election as an effect, and election precede it as a cause? 
Scripture speaks as plainly as possible of the latter. Rom. 8:30. vocation, justification, 
glorification, are set forth as a consequence of eternal election. "But whom he hath 
ordained, them hath he also called: whom he hath called, them hath he also justified: 
whom he hath justified, them hath he also glorified." If there had been no causal 
relation in this passage between the eternal election, the eternal ordinance, and the 
temporal calling, justification, and glorification, which immediately follows time, the 
whole evidential force of this passage would be lost. The apostle sets before the 
believers their election, to prove to them that out of the cross they shall surely attain 
to glory. As surely as you are chosen, the apostle wants to impress, so surely are 
you glorified. Your being chosen is a cause that you also may be glorified. But in the 
same connection in which glorification stands with election, so also do calling and 
justification stand with it. It would be exegetically quite inadmissible to take the last 
member, glorification, as a consequence and effect of election, but to want to give a 
different relation to the preceding members, calling and justification. **) - Eph. 1, 3. 
prizes Paul 


*|. e. election in the single and biblical sense, according to which it refers a priori to the 
persons who will be saved. According to a general "main part" of election, which, however, does 
not exist, our opponents also want election to be a cause of faith. More on this below. 


*“Chemnitz also understands Rom. 8, 30. He writes in his Enchiridion: "So also the election 
does not follow according to our faith and righteousness, 
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with the believers God for "all manner of spiritual blessings" with which God has 
blessed him and the believers in time, and v. 4. he attributes this blessing to eternal 
election, as to one source. "Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord JEsu Christ, 
who hath blessed us with all manner of spiritual blessings in heavenly things through 
Christ. W h en he hath then chosen us through him, ya0ac éeléCato 7 pac b avtw" 
etc. w. In the "all manner of spiritual blessings" is certainly comprehended the 
blessing of conversion or the bestowal of faith.*) 2 Tim. 1, 9. The calling which has 
placed believers in the holy state of Christianity is traced to the eternal grace given 
them in Christ before the time of the world, that is, to the eternal election. "Who hath 
made us blessed, and called us with a holy calling, not according to our works, but 
according to his purpose and grace, which was given us in Christ JEsu before the 
time of the world." As certainly as it is here denied, that beatification and calling were 
bestowed on Christians on account of works (ov yaTd ta épya nu@v), so certainly it is 
affirmed, that they received this “according to his (God's) purpose and grace, which 
is given to us in Christ JEsu before the time of the world" (aAAG yar idiav mpobeot xa't 
yop thy dobcioav nuiv év Xpiotd Tnood mpo ypovev aiwviwv).**) - Apost. 13, 48. is 
evidently attributed to eternal election the faith which the children of God obtain in 
time. "And believed, as many as were ordained of them unto eternal life." Our 
Concordia formula is right when it (Solid. Decl. Art. 11. § 8) uses this passage as a 
proof that election is a cause of blessedness, and of what belongs to it, thus also of 
faith. Whoever reads these clear words of Scripture without any preconceived notion, 
will at once be struck by the meaning which our confession finds in them: election is 
also a cause of the faith of the elect. - We pass over other passages and only refer 
to Joh. 15, 19. Here Christ speaks to his disciples and in 


But all things go before as a cause of it; for whom he hath ordained or chosen, them hath he also 
called, and justified." (In Frank IV, 336.) 


*In the New Testament it is not only comparative (e.g. Joh. 5, 23, 30, etc.), but also motivic, 
indicating the relation of reason and consequence, corresponding to our "as then", "according 
as", "sintemal" (e.g. 1 Cor. 1, 6). In the latter sense it stands here. 


**K ad with the accusative originally has local and temporal meanings. Transferred it then 
denotes the norm, the standard (kata VOLLOV Ebr. 9, 19.). To this meaning then easily followed 
that of inducement, deS motive, reason, Tit. 3, 5. 1 Pet. 1, 3. So evidently in our place. Kata 


here touches closely with /x (Rom. 9, Il.: ovk e€ Epyov, aA ex tov Kadobvt0?), 
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to all Christians: "If ye were of the world, the world would have loved their own: but 
because ye are not of the world, but | have chosen you of the world, therefore the 
world hateth you. Christ gives as the reason that the world hates his disciples the 
circumstance that he has chosen them from the world. How then can this 
circumstance be a cause of the world's hatred? Because the election is a cause, that 
the elect are no longer of the world, and have the manner of the world about them, 
but are in a new nature, opposed to the world; in a word, they are Christians, 
believing in Christ as Christians from the heart, and confessing him before the world 
in word and deed. This passage states as clearly as possible that election is causally 
related to the whole Christian state. 

It is clear, then, that the Scriptures call Christians to trace their calling, their 
faith, their blessedness, in short, 'their whole state of Christianity from beginning to 
end, and the glory that follows, to their eternal gracious election.’ ' Eternal election is 
as an ordinance to blessedness, so also an ordinance to calling, to conversion, to 
justification, to sanctification, to preservation! It is not the scriptural notion of election, 
according to which the same is supposed to refer at bottom merely to the eventual 
introduction into blessedness, but calling, conversion, preservation in the faith are 
conceptually placed before election. And yet this opinion is now not only held by our 
opponents to be the correct one, but the scriptural teaching contrary to it is also held 
up as Calvinistic heresy. Again and again it has been held against us that the election 
to vocation, to conversion, etc., is what is really wrong, what is really Calvinistic about 
our doctrine. Our opponents are in "a terrible position. They argue against God's 
clear word without wanting to do so; in the opinion that they want to protect the church 
from error, they heresy the clear revelation of the great, majestic God. This will cause 
a terrible fright when one day, by God's grace, one will come out of the self-inflicted 
error!) 


*) Prof. Stellhorn, of Columbus, has lately published a treatise against "the St. 
Louisans." In this tract it clearly appears what a deplorable position the author takes in the 
present controversy over the Scriptures. He writes, p. 10: "And this clear doctrine of the Word of 
God and this general consolation of the Gospel can only be held fast if the few sayings of the 
Word of God concerning the election of the few persons who will infallibly be saved, some of 
which are not easy to understand, are not interpreted in such a way that the many sunny sayings 
concerning the general grace of God toward all men are obscured or pushed back? if, on the 
contrary, the few dark passages are interpreted according to the many bright ones in the old and 
genuine Lutheran way." Prof. St. evidently means here to say that the passages of Scripture 
which deal with election are not altogether clear, but are "in part" dark, and so "in part" dark that 
they can only be understood from other passages. 
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But our confession also speaks most clearly against our opponents and their 
erroneous concept of election. Not only is there not the slightest hint in our confession 
that calling, conversion, faith, persevering faith, are to be placed conceptually next 
to election, but it also states in the most definite terms that "election" is to be 
understood in the same way. 


The only thing that is not clear is that the people must receive the necessary light. He reckons 
the passages dealing with election among "the few dark passages" which must be interpreted 
according to "the many light ones. If this were so, we, for our part, would lay down our pen and 
not write another word about the article on election by grace. To be sure, it is an "old and genuine 
Lutheran way" to interpret the dark sayings of Scripture according to the light, but it would be 
very un-Lutheran to want to "found" an article of faith from these dark passages, which must first 
receive the necessary light from other passages. "Every article of faith - says Pfeiffer - is set forth 
somewhere in, the Scriptures in proper and clear words (propriis et perspicuis verbis)." The 
case stands thus: either there are passages of Scripture which so clearly set forth the doctrine 
of election that every Christian can understand them, and then we have a doctrine of election 
which is an article of faith: or else the pertinent passages of Scripture are not quite clear, but 
obscure, in which case the doctrine of election is not an article of faith, and no man, however 


learned, nay, no angel or archangel can make it so. Tertium non datur. But Prof. St. is mistaken 
in regard to the obscurity, or rather the partial incomprehensibility, of the scriptural passages. He 


can have the opposite demonstrated ad oculos. He seeks out some simple-minded, pious 
Christian and reads to him, for example, Rom. 8, 28. ff. Eph. 1, 3. ff. - but without any 
"explanatory" remarks on the part of the professor - and then ask what these passages say about 
election. What does it matter! the man will have grasped the doctrine of election correctly. The 
passages which deal with election are not dark in themselves, but only to our human super- 
smarts, who cannot find themselves in God's Word, and regard it as dark when it goes against 
the grain, and the good Lord sometimes does it a little differently from what they themselves 
would have done. What we need is to remain simply hearers and students of the Word of God 
and not to arrogate to ourselves the position of teacher and master. Our motto is, "Speak, O 
Lord, for thy servant heareth." What the clear Word of God says we accept in faith, even if the 
organic connection with other parts of revealed doctrine should not be recognizable to human 
reason. The most beautiful harmony between all parts of revealed doctrine is certainly there, as 
surely as there is no contradiction in God, the author of it. Thus it is possible to stand by what 
the Scriptures say in several places about election, namely, that it is a cause of the calling, faith, 
etc., of the elect: the general sincere grace of God is not affected by it. Only human conceit sees 
an impairment here. An unseemly play is now made with the analogy of faith. It should and must 
be established that all obscure passages and expressions in Scripture are to be interpreted by 
the analogy of faith. From this we must not waver and depart. But no articles of faith are to be 
constructed from them. Every article of faith must be revealed in a clear word of Scripture as to 
its proper content, as to what makes it a special article of faith among others. Prof. St. says 
freshly, "It is (with election) just as with justification." He thinks that if faith is to be conceptually 
antecedent in justification, so in election 
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The first thing that is said is that election, as a cause of the grace that is given to the 
children of God in time, precedes it. Solid. Decl. art. 11. p. 714 f. §§ 45-50. it is 
explained how the article of election is a comforting article. In what does our 
confession find comfort? In that through the doctrine of election a Christian learns 
how God is in 


the same may be the case. We simply ask: how does Pros. St. know this? He would have to 
prove it from Scripture and, of course, from the passages that clearly deal with election. Since 
he cannot do this, his assertion remains a man's fancy. Some one might with as much justification 
come up with the assertion, "It is in election just as in creation." But we want to see clear Scripture. 
- In general, the treatise is full of arbitrary assertions. It is asserted that all faithful Lutheran fathers 
who have spoken in detail about the relation of faith to election have taught election in regard to 
faith. Has Chemnitz not spoken out in depth and clearly enough on this point? The phrase of the 
300-year consensus "and above" is repeated. It is asserted that Huber and the Calvinists held 
up pure doctrine to "our fathers" on the point concerning the relation of faith to election, when 
"the St. Louisans" led the right doctrine on this point. The non plus ultra in the distortion of 
historical facts, however, is accomplished by Prof. St., in that he asserts that Luther is on his side 
and on the side of his party comrades in the present controversy. For this he refers to a letter of 
Luther's, which is usually placed in the year 1545. If Pros. St. wanted to report his readers rightly, 
he would have to speak about the "consensus" that is supposed to exist between his doctrine 
and the doctrine of Luther in something like this: "Luther, like 'the St. Louisers,' lets election be a 
cause of the faith of the elect, he teaches an election to faith (E. A. 62, 7), yes, he teaches an 
election to the whole of Christendom (on John 15, 16. 19. E. A. 49, 339 ff. 364). Luther, therefore, 
in the very main point at issue in the present controversy, "is no longer a faithful Lutheran, but 
has, alas, in this joined the old arch-enemies of pure Lutheran doctrine, the Calvinists." Nor does 
Luther disgrace himself to teach an undoubted certainty of election, and to call doubts about 
predestination ‘ungodly, nefarious, and devilish' (on Gen. 26:9.). There he also teaches, alas, 
and as late as a few years before his death, as "the St. Louisers. But now we find a letter from 
Luther, written probably in 1545. In this letter most of it, alas, is also evidently quite Calvinistic. 
Luther here also, like the Missourians, calls election a cause of the Christian state of the elect, 
when he writes: "Predestination makes that children of the devil become children of God, that an 
idol temple becomes a temple of the Holy Spirit, and that whore members become members of 
Christ. ... The predestination of God is to many a cause to stand, to none a cause to fall,’ And 
quite beyond measure he writes in this epistle: 'If, by the way, it be spoken according to divine 
understanding (so far as the immutability of God is concerned), the judgment must be 
established: That he whom God chose before the foundation of the world cannot perish, for no 
one snatches the sheep out of the hand of their shepherd; but whom he rejected, that he cannot 
be saved, even if he has done all the works of the saints. So very unchangeable is God's 
judgment.’ (Something like this the Missourians [Syn. B. Westl. Distr. '79. p. 334] have quoted 
from Luther, but with Luther immediately added, that in inquiring about his blessedness, one is 
to look into the gospel. 
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The Lord said that he had eternally considered and ordained his conversion, 
justification, preservation in the faith, etc., in election. Our confession, then, teaches 
to every one who can still see, that election is an ordinance of conversion, that is, of 
the gift of faith, and of preservation in the faith. If now our opponent brands the 
speech "election an ordinance for calling, for conversion, or for faith, etc.," as 
Calvinism, then eo ipso the heresy mark is attached to our confession. A reference to 
the paragraphs mentioned suffices to refute our opponents from the Confession. But 
our Confession is full of such passages as are flatly opposed to the concept of 
election which our opponents have made for themselves. Read, for example, §§ 43, 
44, where it is explained how the article of election is a "useful, wholesome" article. 
Why then useful and salutary? Because, answers our Confession, the doctrine of 
election confirms two fundamental articles of the Christian faith, first, "that we are 
justified and saved without all our works and merits, purely by grace, for Christ's sake 
alone;" and second, that free will is nothing, "because God in his counsel before the 
time of the world (that is, in his election) purposed and ordained that he himself would 
create and work in us all things that pertain to our conversion by the power of his 
Holy Spirit through the Word." It is at once evident that eternal election is here also 
connected with a causal relation between the two. 


which latter remark | naturally omit in my treatise, in which I wish to prove that "the St. Louisans" 
are Calvinists). But in this letter of Luther's the following words occur at the end: "Those of whom 
it is said, "They went out from us, but they were not of us,’ etc., these went out with will, fell with 
will. And because they are foreknown as those who would fall, they are not predestinated. But 
they would be predestinated if they had turned back again and remained in holiness and truth." 
These words cannot be relied upon with any certainty, since this Epistle has come down to us 
in two versions, one of which does not have the words: 'and because they are foreknown as 
those who would fall, they are not predestinated’, but instead: 'those who have gone out from us 
are not predestinated’. Nor do these words really help me much, because they speak here only 
of the non-elect, of whom "the St. Louisans" speak quite similarly. But one tries to help oneself 
as best one can. | take no notice of all Luther's other sayings, in which, however, he, like "the 
St. Louisers," speaks of election. At least one need not betray that when writing a tract 'for every 
Lutheran Christian." That is about what Prof. Stellhorn should write about his "Consensus" with 
Luther, if he wanted to give the state of affairs as it is. Let it be noted only that we, for our own 
part, do not herewith wish to declare the critically contested words from Luther's letter to be 
spurious. We believe, however, that we must present the matter as it really is (cf. the two prints 
of the letter in De Wette, Luthers Briefe, VI, 427-430), since Prof. Stellhorn uses the words in 
question to turn Luther's whole doctrine of election on its head. 
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The fact is, that the article of election confirms the articles of justification and 
conversion, which take place without any human participation or "falling in", only 
because this causal relation has taken place. This confirmation can no longer be 
spoken of, if the election, in so far as it concerns certain persons, *) presupposes 
conversion and justification as having already taken place, if the election has nothing 
to do with the bringing about of conversion and justification. - Let us consider only § 
8. In §§ 3-8 the difference between providence (praescientia) and election (electio seu 


praedestinatio) is explained. Both differ, first of all, as to the size of the area to which 
they extend. The foreknowledge of God extends over all things, and, viewed in 
relation to men, over the pious and the wicked. Election, on the other hand, extends 
over the pious alone (§§ 3-5.). Next, both differ further as to the effect upon the field 
submitted to it. Forewarning is not causally efficacious with respect to the things 
which come under it. God's presencing is not a cause of evil (§§ 6. 7.), but election is 
causally efficacious in the domain which falls under it, § 8. The eternal election of God 
not only sees and knows the elect's salvation beforehand, but is also a cause of God's 
gracious will and good pleasure in Christ Jesus, so that it creates, works, helps, and 
promotes our (that is, the elect's) salvation, and all that belongs to it; on which also 
our salvation is thus founded, that the gates of hell shall not be able to prevail against 
it, as it is written, My sheep shall not be plucked out of my hand (John 10:28). And 
again, And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed (Act. 13:48.)." So the 
election, which alone passes over the pious, "the children of God chosen and 
ordained unto eternal life," is a cause of their (the elect's) blessedness, and of that 
which pertains to it. What does our confession include among the things that belong 
to it? It immediately gives two examples: the preservation in faith, by referring to 
Matth. 16, 18. and Joh. 10, 28. and the faith itself (-gifting). 


*) "Inasmuch as it concerns certain persons": by this we do not admit that there is also an 
election, or a part of the election, which does not concern certain persons. "In this article," says 
Chemnitz, very correctly, in the "Enchiridion," "the Scripture for all intents and purposes includes 
also the persons of the elect." Election, indeed, has to do also with conversion, justification, etc., 
but only with the conversion, justification, etc., of the elect. God has "apprehended" the persons 
of the elect in sanctification of the Spirit, and in the faith of worthinessAlways election has to do 
with persons. The "in so far as it concerns certain persons" is therefore an accommodation to 
the opponents’ point of view. 
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of faith) by referring to Apost. 13:48: "And as many as were ordained unto eternal 
life believed. So our confession says in this passage: election is a cause of the faith 
of the elect and the preservation of the same in faith. 

It is therefore a clear doctrine, as of Scripture, so also of our confession: 
election is not only an ordinance to blessedness (-to the final introduction into 
blessedness), but also at the same time an ordinance to conversion or to faith, to 
justification, to preservation in the faith, in short, to the whole Christian course up to 
the gates of heaven.) Nothing is further from our confession than the concept of 
election, according to which a man's conversion, faith, persevering faith, etc., is to 
be placed conceptually before his election, so that God has chosen after seeing that 
man has kept faith to the end. 

Our opponents have not yet renounced the Lutheran confession. But sooner or 
later they must do so if they do not repent. Their doctrine is so diametrically opposed 
to the Confession, and the assumptions by which this doctrine of theirs is supposed 
to be brought into harmony with the statements of the Confession are so absurd that 
one can hardly deceive oneself and others in the long run. 

How, for example, does one seek to escape the clear words of the Confession 
in § 8, in which it is taught that election is a cause of beatitude? 


*That Luther, Chemnitz, and others teach in the same way has been repeatedly proved by 
us. Cf. e. g. See, e.g., April issue, p. 98 f. We call attention to another passage in Chemnitz's 


Loci, L. de causa peccati, p. m. 394: praedestinatio dicitur de speciali actione Dei in electis, 


qua vocat, justificat et salvos facit (predestination means the special action of God in the elect, 
by which He calls them, justifies them, makes them blessed). It is clear that Chemnitz here places 
predestination in a causal relation to the whole Christian state of the elect, in that he already 
traces their calling back to election. It is also evident from these words that Chemnitz knows 
nothing of a general part of election that applies to all men. Predestination is for him the special 
act (specialis actio) in the elect. How even at the time of the Huberian controversy, at the end of 
the sixteenth and the beginning of the seventeenth century, election was called a cause of faith, 
in addition to the "intuitu fidei," has already been pointed out by us. (April issue, p. 103 f.) 
Nevertheless, our opponents maintain that all the fathers since the Concordia formula are in 
complete agreement with them. Even one Conrad Dietrich, though he has praevisa fides, and 
even calls faith a cause of election, yet writes: "The fruit of election may be called faith, because 
of the purpose of God, inasmuch as in the decree of election he determined to kindle faith by the 
preaching of the gospel (Instit. Catech. p. 411)." Further, Dietrich (1. 6. p. 412) appropriates the 
following words of Augustine: "Elect are not those who are chosen because they have believed 
(D. adds: as of merit and own worthiness), but those who are chosen that they may believe (qui 


eliguntur, ut credant)." So election to faith. 
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The Lord's Word is that the Lord is the Son of God, and that which belongs to it, even 
faith, as the Confession declares by citing Acts 13:48. 13:48? Listen and be amazed: 
the election is to consist of two parts, a main part and a more secondary part. The 
main part is to be the ordinatio mediorum salutis for all men, the secondary part the 
election of persons, which goes over a portion of men. Now, according to the first 
"principal part," election is actually supposed to be a cause of blessedness and what 
belongs to it, only very improperly, or, strictly soeaking, no longer at all, according to 
the "second part," inasmuch as election is the election of certain persons, and goes 
over the children of God alone. But what is it with this division into a principal part 
going over all men, and a secondary part going over the children of God only? Of 
the same election, which is called a cause of blessedness, and what belongs to it 
(also of faith), in § 8, it is said in § 5: "(It) passeth not over the pious and wicked (over 
all men), but over the children of God only, who are chosen and ordained unto eternal 
life." Here the term election is distinguished from the term providence (praescientia). 
Thus the term election is spoken of in its entire scope. Providence (praescientia) - 
says our confession - goes over the pious and the wicked, over all men; election, on 
the other hand, does not go over all men, but only over the elect children of God. 
Nevertheless, one now dares to go public with the declaration that election consists 
of a main part, which applies to all men, and of a secondary part, which, however, 
concerns only the pious children of God. According to this explanation, the authors 
of the Concordia formula must have been quite strange people. Consider this: they 
want to make the difference between election and presence quite clear. They say 
that election differs from prescience precisely in that the latter applies to all men, the 
former only to a portion of them. But afterwards they say that the first and principal 
part of election concerns all men, and only the second and secondary part concerns 
only the well-pleasing children of God. Our opponents want to pursue the doctrine of 
election quite rationally, but at the same time they do not want to abandon Scripture 
and confession. Thus they are compelled to make quite unreasonable declarations, 
and to trust the same absurdities both to their contemporaries, whose consent they 
wish to win, and to the dear authors of the Formula of Concord, whom they wish to 
make advocates of their assumption. With this assumption of the second sacred 
election (consisting of a general and a particular part), confusion and perversity are 
made a principle. As long as the opponents, in their incomprehensible confusion, 
hold on to this absurdity of theirs in interpreting the Concordia formula, there is, 
however, no ver- 
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It is possible to come to an understanding with them.*) If we reproach them with 
passages in which it is most clearly stated that election is an ordinance for 
conversion, for faith, etc., they retreat to the general part of election, inasmuch as 
this is to be the order of salvation for all men. We can always be evaded in this way. 

However, one has also tried to produce evidence that the concordia formula, 
contrary to its own provision in § 5, has a general main part in the election. Reference 
is made in § 8 to the words: "The eternal election is . .. a cause which creates, works, 
helps, and promotes our blessedness and what belongs to it," and says: "If election 
creates our blessedness and what belongs to it, election also creates redemption 
through Christ, because this also belongs to becoming blessed. But now you 
yourselves presuppose Salvation through Christ for election, and make it the ground 
of election. Thus you must admit that the confession in § 8 speaks of election in the 
‘broader’ sense, and not, as you do, of election in the 'narrower' sense." A glance at 
§ 8 refutes this objection. In this passage, too, the Confession presupposes salvation 
through Christ, and by no means allows the same to be effected only by election. It 
expressly says: "Eternal election is a cause of God's gracious will and good pleasure 
in Christ Jesus," etc. From the underlined words it is evident that the election here 
spoken of is founded on Christ's merit, that is, it presupposes Christ's merit, and 
does not first create it. The clear sense of these words is this: "For the sake of Christ's 
merit, and not for the sake of our works, eternal election is a cause, so that it creates 
our blessedness and all that belongs to it. 


*) A friend, who endeavored to get behind the second sacred election of the opponents, 
and to unite the same with §§ 5 and 8 of the Concordia formula (as these paragraphs are briefly 
summarized in the Epitome, Affirm. 4, p. 554), has arrived at the following result: "The 


predestination or eternal election of God, because it is in its first and main part the ordinatio 


mediorum salutis, is not only over the pious, but over all men. But because these means of 
grace finally lead to a separation among men, and God not only knows those who will persevere 
in the faith, but, by means of a judicial applicatio, decides that they shall infallibly be saved, 
which is predestination in the strictest sense, it passes, according to its second, though 
subordinate, part, only over the pious, well-pleasing children of God. This election, then, is such 
a one, which, by its principal part in the first instance, but in a derivative way also by its second 
part, is a cause of their (God's children's) blessedness, which he (God) also creates by the first 
part of election, and ordains what belongs to it, but on which, for the sake of the second 
subordinate part, our blessedness is so stiffly founded that the gates of hell cannot overpower 
it." 
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That the eternal election, which is called a cause, is not here considered according 
to a general "principal part" (which does not exist at all), is also evident from the fact 
that here also election is expressly called a cause of the blessedness of the elect: 
"put the eternal election of God not only sees and knows beforehand the 
blessedness of the elect, but is also of God's gracious will and good pleasure in 
Christ JEsu a cause, so that our (the elect's) blessedness, and that which belongs 
to it, is created. That the "our blessedness" in the suffix is parallel to "the blessedness 
of the elect" in the antecedent clause needs no proof. Further: suppose the 
Concordia formula here calls election according to the "chief part," which relates to 
all men, a cause of blessedness, and of what belongs to it: how then could it adduce 
as proof Apost. 13:48, "And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed"? To 
prove anything, the passage would then have to read something like this: "And all 
became believers, to whom the general ordinatio mediorum salutis refers." We can see 
that by the second-sacred choice of the opponents, the highest is turned to the 
lowest and the lowest to the highest in the confession. 

The main proof of the above-mentioned curious concept of election, however, 
is thought to be found in the so-called 8 points, §§ 15-22. These are too general for 
our opponents to know what to do with them, if election is to refer only to the children 
of God from beginning to end. With respect to this point, here are but a few more 
remarks. Election, according to Scripture, and according to the testimony of Luther 
and the Confession, is a mystery. "You will not - writes Luther to an unnamed man 
(De Wette VI, 427) - be able to penetrate such high mysteries with your acumen, 
because your eyes are so stupid." If this mystery is to become to us a blessed one, 
and not one plunging into security or despair, we must not sit down in a corner with 
musings, or ride in the clouds with our imagination, but there we lead our thoughts 
to our salvation, calling, justification, sanctification, etc. If we thus accustom 
ourselves not to speculate on the mere, secret, hidden, inscrutable providence 
(election) of God, but to sum up the whole doctrine of the decree, counsel, will, and 
ordinance of God, concerning our redemption, calling, justification, and 
sanctification, we may, by God's grace, be plainly directed therein. In short, if we 
want to think of our election with fruit, then we must think of our redemption, calling, 
justification, etc. That is what the "8 points" want. There is no reason in them to 
conceive of a general main part of election. What is called general here is necessary, 
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so that Christians may be informed of their specific choice from the revealed Word. 
Everyone should be protected from the "general part" of election by what follows 
immediately (§ 23): "And God has not only prepared salvation in general by such His 
counsel, advocacy, and ordinance, but has also provided for, promoted, 
strengthened, and preserved all and every person of the elect, who are to be saved 
through Christ, in grace, to salvation, and has also ordained that He will bring, help, 
promote, and preserve them in the manner now reported, by His grace, gifts, and 
effect." And Chemnitz, in his "Enchiridion," after presenting the "8 Points" in still more 
general form, says; "In this article (of election) the Scripture all therefore 
comprehends also the persons of the elect." 

So then we have proved from Scripture and confession: 1. The concept of 
election, according to which calling, faith, preservation in faith, precede election, and 
all this is regarded as a condition precedent to election, is contrary to Scripture and 
confession; 2. The notion of election, according to which election is a cause of calling, 
of faith, of preservation in faith, of blessedness; or, which is the same thing, according 
to which election is an ordinance, as to blessedness, so also to calling, to faith, etc. 
This notion of election is scriptural and symbolical, Those who defend the first 
concept, and thereby call the second Calvinistic, heresy God's word and the doctrine 
of the Lutheran confession. Those who defend the second term must of necessity 
defend God's word and the confession of the Lutheran church taken from it, because 
they fear that God must reject them if they allow his saving truth to be called 
pernicious error with impunity. *) FP. 


*) We will return with a few words to the treatise published by Prof. Stellhorn. He states 
the principle on p. 13: "If correct and necessary conclusions from an established doctrine are 
false, this irrefutably proves that the doctrine itself is also false. And so it is with the doctrine of 
St. Louis." "Correct and necessary conclusions": these are, in Prof. St.'s sense, such as human 
reason seems to have to make. If one wishes to make the proper application of the principle in 
theology, he must become a heathen; in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity, for example, either 
a Tritheist or a Monarchian. In general, the rationalistic-synergistic trait is clearly pronounced in 
the treatise, as will be shown later. - Our doctrine is distorted throughout the Tractate. We can 
understand this procedure from a certain point of view. Only by distorting our doctrine does one 
gain the apparent right to come out against us. Christians, if our doctrine were set forth as it is 
really conducted by us, would at once ask our opponents, "what do you actually want by crying 
Calvinism?" Prof St. talks to point out 
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(Submitted.) 


Who does not know the matter, or knowingly perverts the truth- 


Prof. Stellhorn has hurried (perhaps already in Fort Wayne) to have a treatise 
published as well. The same "fell" into the hands of the writer of this almost by 
chance. Now that he has read it carefully, he must confess: if bold assertion and 
mouthful means proof, then the professor has really proved a lot. - One must be 
astonished.*) - Only one passage may be singled out here. On page 8 the humble 
man says: "And this" (namely, that God has chosen in view of faith) "is the 
unanimous teaching of all our faithful Lutheran theologians who have gone into 
this point, about which one only after the publication of the Concordia Formula 
came into dispute with Huber and the Calvinists. 


to promote his cause in every possible way, also that "the St. Louisers" themselves were not 
entirely in agreement. Well, about the "disagreement" of the St. Louisers our readers may judge 
for themselves, also according to the Chicago minutes to which Prof. St. refers. We fear that 
Prof. Stellhorn, according to his notions of "clarity," will always find only confusion in our doctrine, 
even if we were to recite the same doctrine to all in the same words. We are surprised that one 
dares to touch the chapter of "disunity" on that side. Professor Stellhorn evidently finds all 


salvation in "letting," "behaving," etc.; he places the expression "intuitu fidei" by the side of the 
dyoovalos ("consubstantial") in the Christological disputes. Others, however, who wish to be on 


his side, find these expressions, selbsi also the intuitu fidei, misleading. One thinks also of the 
various "elections" on that side. - Pros. St. strikes a very bitter tone in his treatise in places. There 
are also attempts to put himself on a high horse. In this way we get nowhere. A thorough and 
honest presentation of the evidence would be more in order. 


*) By the way, a learned man should be ashamed - to mention only the one thing here - to 
still cite this as proof for the correctness of his teaching and indeed repeatedly: The "St. Louisers" 
also used to teach in this way. Dr. Walther, in his second splendid tract, "The Doctrine of the 
Election of Grace," p. 5, has answered it quite admirably, and, as far as he is concerned, has 
again declared it to be "a gross falsehood." So also "Prayer No. 439" in our dear great treasury 
of prayers is said to teach Stellhorn's. Here, too, one would like to wish the Professor himself the 
"sharpest, right, uncoloured spectacles" recommended by him. One only reads this prayer 
examining and praying before God whether Prof. Stellhorn can invoke it against us. He himself, 
however, cannot pray it, for it says, for example, towards the end: "...by this | know that | am your 
chosen child, chosen in Christ before the world by pure grace, and ordained to sonship by my 
Lord Jesus Christ," etc. Stellhorn, indeed, cried aloud in Chicago, "Whether | am also chosen in 
the stricter" (- proper) "sense, | know not." (Negotiations, etc. p. 21.) Arndt, the author of this 
prayer, recognized his election from what precedes, and was certain of it; therefore he prayed 
thus, which Prof. St. cannot. - Also "the blessed Director Lindemann to the end of his life" is listed 
as a contender against us, and popularly the 
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controversy our Lutheran forefathers said exactly what we now say, and the 
Calvinists on this point exactly what the St. Louisans now maintain. He who says that 
this is not so, either does not know the matter, and ought then to keep cheap silence, 
or he knowingly perverts the truth." Mr. Professor himself makes his words appear 
so bold and barred. They were certainly meant to be a bomb to our destruction, a 
sword to cut us down. But perhaps he reminds us at least a little of the "leaden" one, 
which in former times "Bock zu Leipzig" led, whom Luther begged: "Be merciful to us 
alive." (Leipz. A. XVII, 618.) Thus: unanimous doctrine of all, and whoever says 
otherwise, either does not know the matter and should then keep silent, or he 
knowingly perverts the truth. It seems worth the trouble to repeat the words. 

We want to let some Lutheran theologians appear here, not first of all to prove 
for or against one or the other doctrine, to which we have and lead Scripture and 
symbol, as is the case in the day, but in opposition to the stilted assertion of Prof. 
Stellhorn. 

The first is Urbanus Rhegius, of whom Duke Ernst is said to have said, "... As 
little as | give you my eye out of my head, so little will | leave you this man.” But this 
dear man, in one of "his best works, which is without doubt the most famous and 
widely circulated of all," writes in the writing, "How to Speak Carefully" (Formulae caute 


loquendi) of predestination, among other things thus: "He who is predestined to 
eternal life believes the Gospel*) and amend his life, for God calls him in his own 
time, one in youth and another in old age, according to his will; no elect person 
remains in unbelief and sinful life at last" (to the end). . . "Therefore it is certain that 
he who is foreknown does not always do what he wills, but is converted, and 
afterward does what God wills. .. As God hath commanded Peter, Paul, and 


a Professor Stellhorn. How times change! Since the end of 1876 the whistle whistled quite 
differently for a long time. But that is a chapter which we do not want to and must not go into 
here. Whoever, by the way, feels like it, should now carefully read what is written in "Lehre und 
Wehre", Jahrg. 22, p. 339 ff. There he finds a certain "explanation" which was already clear to 
many a reader at that time for good reasons. (Cf. p. 380 ff.) However, Prof. Stellhorn can be 
assured of this: if "the blessed Director Lindemann" were still alive, he would see him in the front 
ranks of the "St. Louisers". He who writes this knows. "Blessed Director Lindemann" (t+ Jan. 15, 
'79) read the Western Report of 1877 carefully and talked about it with the sender. Also, the latter 
might have had a word to say about the "blessed Director L." Catechism works a word, but it is 
unnecessary, and a professor should be ashamed, as | said, to want to prove the correctness of 
his teaching in this way. It also sounds quite "unscientific," and a simple-minded person might 
even be reminded of the "worship after worship" so hated on certain sides, which would be fatal. 
*) This means nothing else than: therefore degenerate to faith and mend etc.. 
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Forasmuch as he hath prepared for us other Christians unto salvation, he also hath 
before ordained and provided for their conversion, and their Christian walk, and good 
works, wherein they ought to walk, and to testify their profession and faith, unto the 
Ephesians in the other chapter." (Verse 10. "For we are his workmanship, created in 
Christ JEsu unto good works, for which God hath prepared us beforehand, that we 
should walk therein.") Then he adduces Augustine, saying, "Thus shall we speak for 
Christendom: This is decreed of providence by deliberate counsel of divine will, that 
ye are come out of unbelief unto faith." When, then, Rhegius says: The conversion 
of Christians, their Christian walk, etc., was decreed and provided for beforehand, 
and that they came to faith out of unbelief was decided by God's will, will Prof. 
Stellhorn be able to impute to it "in view of faith"? Does this Lutheran theologian 
agree, then, with our opponents? No, but exactly with the "St. Louisans." What, 
therefore, is the assertion: it is unanimous doctrine of all? etc.? E. Sarcerius has 
included this writing in his Pastorale (edition of 1566, p. 111 ff.), and there introduced 
it thus: "And because Mr. Urbanus Rhegius of blessed memory has written a 
beautiful little book of this, | will say nothing of mine here, but have commanded his 
writing to the young and simple teachers." So Sarcerius, too, is not of one mind with 
his opponents, but with us. Yes, even more. This Scripture is at the same time the 
confession of many, many Lutheran theologians, yea, of whole cities and countries. 
Dr. Uhlhorn in Hanover says about this in his book: "Urbanus Rhegius. Leben und 
ausgewéahlte Schriften" ("Life and Selected Writings"), in which, among other things, 
he gives some of the above sentences on predestination as a model, he says the 
following: "The writing, which was first published in Latin in Wittenberg in 1535, 
appeared in German as early as 1536, later also in a Low German translation, then 
in numerous Latin and German editions up to the last century, strongly 
recommended and widely read by the most respected theologians, Melanchthon, 
Chemnitz, and others. It also received a symbolic reputation beyond the borders of 
the Ltneburg region. In the Corpus doctrinae Wilhelminum fu for Lineburg, as well as 


in the Corpus doctrinae Julium for Wolfenbittel and Calenberg-Gottingen, it was 
included; the Goslar church order of 1651 wants it to be "taken into good care"; the 
church order of Hadeln refers to it; the Halberstadt visitation order of 1554 prescribes 
that it should be present in every parish church of the country": 


*) What a great number of theologians come out of this, who believed with Rhegius like 
the "St. Louisers." How shameful, therefore, for one to find oneself for the first time at 
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"At the present time not many theologians would wish to know this once much-read 
writing, even of those who still subscribe to it in the Corpus doctrinae. But if at the 
present day it must again be lamented that so often careless preaching is done, 
similar to what was done then, even now Rhegius' faithful warning would not like to 
be read without benefit." (Page 255.) 

Another Lutheran theologian is C. Spangenberg. Prof. Stellhorn will admit that 
Spangenberg, that mighty fighter against the synergists, "went into this point" in his 
excellent "Interpretation of the Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans," 512 folio pages, 
when he deals with the dispensation or election of grace (chaps. 8-11). It is hard to 
believe that any objection is now made, or can be made, which Spangenberg would 
not have refuted strikingly to the synergists of the day. Here, too, Eccles. sal. 1:9, 10. 
remains truth. Stellhorn not only says: "This is the unanimous doctrine of all," but 
also: about "this point" one "only came into dispute with Huber and the Calvinists 
after the publication of the Concordia formula." At last he says: "Whoever says that 
this is not so, either does not know the matter, and should then keep silence cheaply, 
or knowingly perverts the truth." Behold the "leaden rapier," yea less than this against 
the "St. Louiser," but against Stellhorn a sharp steel that wounds him in a sensitive 
place. His honour would have remained greater had he not written these words. We 
lift out of a hundred passages in Spangenberg only a few, and in haste perhaps not 
even the best. Spangenberg writes on Rom. 8, 29. 30.: "He (God) does not find and 
seek anyone who is good, but he chooses whom and which he wants to make good, 
the others he does not make evil, but finds them so" . . . "Accordingly he chooses for 
him out of the wretched multitude a beautiful, great, and unspeakable number, who 
shall be partakers with him of everlasting glory. This is such a grace that no man nor 
angel's tongue can utter." (I. Theil fol. 352a.) T) Further, "He hath not provided for us, 
neither hath he chosen us, knowing how we should be faithful, holy, and blessed: but 
he hath provided for us beforehand, that we should be faithful, holy, and blessed; 
that he might be the children of God, and that we should be the children of God. 


the new professor of theology introducing the public to the face of history as brazenly as Prof. 
St. did in his treatise for the people, who, of course, are incapable of deciding on this point, and 
will largely think that if a professor asserts so firmly, it will probably be true! 


* It might be cited, e. g., such of the excellent Brenz to Act. 13, 48. could be cited. 
t) The first part (ch. 1-8) is printed in 1566, the second (ch. 9-16) in 1569, thus long before 
the Concordia formula. 
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To make of us. Now the other degree is, that he hath ordained those whom he hath 
so ordained from everlasting; that is, he hath determined how he will manage them, 
and what he will do and accomplish with them. (ib. b) Further, "He that erwahlet any 
man testifieth thereby, that he hath a liking to the same, and is pleased with him, or 
will be pleased with him. Because then God hath chosen us, it is signified that we 
are dear unto him, though he find us not such as he would have us, yet will he make 
us to please him, and to be holy, Ephes. 1." (ib. 357b.) We also surpass the excellent 
execution in the second part, how one is to teach about the election of grace. In the 
same second part, col. 72b, it is said, "Some do it"-he had previously, among other 
things, dealt in detail with the works foreseen-"a little more subtly, and say that God 
has provided these to blessedness, whom he knew beforehand that they would 
accept and believe his word with a good will. And so they make faith the cause why 
the elect were provided, or why some men are counted worthy of God's providence. 
Augustine, Ambrose, and Chrysostom were of this opinion before they were told 
better. But it is also an error to attribute faith to the free will and powers of man, as if 
it came from him, or as if a man, if he only willed it himself, could have faith, which is 
not the case; but faith is a great gift of God, which God gives to those whom he has 
chosen and provided in Christ, so that they may believe in him and be saved through 
him. Now the provision is not made for the sake of faith, which the elect would have 
in the future; but God hath provided them whom he hath chosen, without any respect 
of things to come, that he would give them faith, and through the same make them 
blessed." *) "Therefore," continues Spangenberg, "S. Augustine lib. 1. re. 23. also 
recanted his error, and said, | would not have written thus, if | had known that faith 
was no less God's gift and business in us, than good works." He concludes the 
scriptural proof of this with "Act. 13: There were believers as many as were ordained 
unto eternal life." Spangenberg says further: "And that it may be seen that we are 
not chosen because we believe, but that God by grace hath chosen us that we should 
believe, the Lord Christ saith John 15: Ye have not chosen me, but | have chosen 
you." 


*) It is strange. Should Spangenberg have gone to school with the "St. Louisers" or 
"Neumissourians"? 
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"So also is the answer to the speech of the papists, who say that God has seen 
beforehand those who have a good will and devotion to him, and of these he has 
decided that he will choose them, give them faith, and provide them for salvation. 
This is just the old fiddle, to which Moses, Deut. 9, briefly answers and says: "You 
will not enter to take the good land for the sake of your righteousness and for the 
sake of your sincere heart, etc." (Deut. 9). Much less will one enter heaven for the 
sake of such pieces. Our will and devotion" (therefore also faith, without which will 
and devotion is nothing but sin, Rom. 14:23) "should in this case be the standard by 
which our Lord God should judge. If he saw that we had a good will, he would have 
to provide for us. But if he were not aware of this, he could not deal with us according 
to his free choice and power. For this a man would have that he could boast of, which 
yet Paul straightway denies. For if we were provided for our future faith, a man could 
boast that he was chosen because he believed. And when he was asked, Why didst 
thou believe? he would answer, Because | so willed, that it was my own free will" (I 
"behaved" myself rightly). "Then our Lord God would not be deprived of a small 
portion of his glory, who not only gives and works faith, but also the will, the desire, 
and the will to believe, and that before any good will or faith is present in man, only 
because he has decreed it from eternity according to his will, not for the sake of man's 
supposed good will. So then God the Lord's glory alone remains pure, as Augustine 
also admonishes that in these and other articles concerning our salvation we should 
not ascribe something to us and something to God and thus make an unnecessary 
division in that which belongs and is due to God alone. May he also enlighten our 
hearts to truly recognize such fatherly, undeserved grace, and to firmly enter into it 
through faith and to remain in it with heartfelt trust until our end, and thus to remain 
in it forever. Amen." (72 a. to 73 b.) T) 


*) But it also fits very well to certain "Lutherans". 

**See, the rule so often and strongly emphasized by Stellhorn, on which so much matters 
to him (cf. Verhandlungen der Allg. Past.-Conferenz in Chicago p. 59, 66 etc.) was already known 
more than 300 years ago. At that time it smacked rather repulsively of papism to our fathers. 


t) It is true that MartinChemnitz was not satisfied with the fact that Spangenberg's exposition 
seemed to want to stir up a doctrinal dispute about the election of grace already at that time. 
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According to this, Prof. Stellhorn, Rhegius, Spangenberg, and many others 
also “have in this joined the old arch-enemies of the pure, Lutheran doctrine, the 
Calvinists"?) Who "knoweth not the matter?" Who "should keep cheap silence"? Who 
"knowingly perverts the truth"? The tables are often turned--Blind zeal only does 
harm. -r . (= A. W. The ed.) 


(Sent in by P. R. Pieper, Manitowoc, Wis.) 


Two remarks on "Old and New". 


1. 

In number 8 of this volume of "Altes und Neues" Prof. Schmidt wants to 
persuade his readers that the opponents of S. Huber, and especially also those in 
Wuerttemberg, in the so-called Huberian controversy over predestination, 
unanimously taught an election of God in anticipation of faith. He writes there, p. 
121: "Huber's opponents say in all places that the election is according to 
foreknowledge of faith. 


Spangenberg's own teaching on the election of grace, however, was confirmed by Chemnitz. In 
1566 came out the first and in 1569 the second part of Spangenberg's sermon on the Epistle to 
the Romans, from which our Lord the Sender has taken what has been communicated above; 
in 1567 appeared Spangenberg's own little book on Predestination, about which Chemnitz, in a 
letter to Schlisselburg, expresses himself as follows: "| have read Spangenberg's little booklet 
on Predestination, and | do not see that he teaches either falsities or any new little ideas; but he 
repeats, and almost in the same words, what has been taught by Augustin, Luther, and Brenz 
on this question from God's Word. | wish, however, that that point of controversy had not been 
aroused, especially in this century, which is so deeply wounded, and which otherwise presents 
more than enough controversy. For | see what a long web of insoluble and dangerous questions 
emerges from that disputation. For many things are not sufficiently explained in Spangenberg's 
little book, which might give occasion to disputations, of which it would have been better that 


they had not been aroused." In Latin, then, Chemnitzen's words are, "Legi Spangenbergii 
libellum de praedestinatione, et non video, ipsum tradere vel falsa vel recentia aliqua 
commenta; sed repetit ea, et quidem iisdem ferme verbis, quae ab Augustino, Luthero et 
Brentio de hac quaestione ex verbo Dei tradita sunt. Vellem tamen, controversiam illam, hoc! 
praesertim tam exulcerato saeculo, quod alias plus satis certaminum praebet, non esse motam. 
Video enim, quam longa tela inexplicabilium et periculosarum quaestionum ex illa 
disputatione dependeat. Quaedam enim in libello Spangenbergii non satis explicantur, quae 
occasionem praebere possent ad disputationes, quas melius esset non moveri." (M. Chemitii 
epistolae, ed. Georg. Chr. Joannis ex aitoypdot. Francof. 1712, ep. 2. ad 
Schluesselburgium a. 1567. p. 63.) D. R. 


*) Stellhorn's treatise p. 21. 
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It is not a matter of faith,*) which takes hold of God's grace and Christ's merit, and 
for this reason is a particular one, in that it extends only to the believing children of 
God." He then draws the conclusion that within the whole Lutheran Church of that 
time, that is, about a decade after the adoption and publication of the Formula of 
Concord, the election taught in it was understood only as having been made in regard 
to faith. If this were not the case, then "many of the original signers would either never 
have understood the Formula of Concord properly, or would unfortunately have 
deviated from the confession again so soon," and so on. Thereupon he exclaims: 
"Believe that, whoever will and can believe it; We cannot believe it, but rather assume 
that the great unanimity of the entire Lutheran Church toward Hubern*) in defense of 
a particular choice according to the foresight of faith is an irrefutable +) historical 
proof that the Lutheran Church from the very beginning has understood its confession 
precisely in this way and not otherwise, and that consequently the New-Missouri view 
has never been the sense which the Lutheran Church itself has found in its 
confession or wants anyone to have found in it." 

But what is the truth about this "great unanimity of the whole Lutheran Church 
towards Hubern" and about this "irrefutable historical evidence"? For our part, we 
take the liberty of placing a very large question mark behind it, and we even make 
an effort to briefly prove the opposite from the available documents. 

Those who are more familiar with the Huberian controversy know that one of 
Huber's main opponents was the learned and famous Wirtemberg theologian Lucas 
Osiander. He was attacked by Huber before others and accused of being a 
cryptocalvinist. tt) Osiander therefore saw himself compelled to issue a public 
defence against Huber's blasphemies, under the title: "Grindlicher Bericht auf D. 
Samuel Hubers' Lasterschrift. Samuel Huber's blasphemous writing, etc." To this 
report Osiander added a sermon delivered by him, "On the Eternal Election of God's 
Children by Grace," on Gen. 25, v. 23: "the greater shall serve the lesser," and 
attacked by Huber without measure, "so that the Christian reader himself may see 
and grasp how quite unreasonably D. Huber for a Calvinist"; and then, in order that 
the doctrine therein could be immediately compared by every reader with that of the 
Concordia Formula, the entire XI. article of the Concordia Formula is added in the 
print. ("And | have also taken this article from the Concordia book from 


*) Underlined by us. 
t) Underlined by Pros. Schmidt himself underlined. 
tt) The same accusation was made by Huber against Hunnius, GeBner and others. 
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Word for word we want to have printed for this, so that only men may see that my 
sermon is in complete agreement with this Concordi work, and that no one can 
condemn my sermon, so that he may also condemn the Christian Concordi book 
[which is directed against the Calvinists]. 

If now Prof. Schmidt asserts that also L. Osiander understood the XI. article of 
the Formula of Concord in the sense presumed by him and that he taught Huber a 
choice intuitu fidei, this is historically wrong, as this is clear from his "Griindlichen 
Bericht" as well as from his sermon. 

In the "Thorough Report" Osiander x. 32. writes: "But whom God the Lord will 
save through Christ, he brings by the church service of his holy word and the 
sacraments, that they may be incorporated, justified, and sanctified unto the Lord 
Christ, so that they may become spiritual members of Christ through faith. For thus 
it is written: Whom he hath ordained, them hath he also called: whom he hath called, 
them hath he also justified: whom he hath justified, them hath he also glorified." This 
is plain enough spoken. Osiander does not teach that God saw beforehand those 
whom he would "make blessed through Christ," i.e., the elect in angustiore et propria 


significatione, as already "being in Christ by faith," but that he chose them in this way, 
that by means of the Word and the Sacraments they should be incorporated into the 
Lord Christ and "become spiritual members of Christ by faith." And for this Osiander 
draws Rom. 8, 29. 30. as a proof, showing at the same time that he is far from 
interpreting the oug 2poéyva in the way popularly used by Schmidt, and, to be sure, 
also before him by some "Fathers." *) 

From this alone it is clear to anyone whose eyes are not already completely 
blinded by the intuitu fidei, that Huber's opponents do not all "unanimously and 
everywhere" teach that the election took place according to the foreknowledge of 
faith. Prof. S.'s account is simply based on error. Of importance here is also that L. 
Osiander was "very busy with the Formula Concordiae" and "General-Superintendent 
of the Wirtemberg countryside". And like Osiander, so also other signers of the 
Formula Concordiae, such as Matth. Vogelius, d. 1591. They do not teach "an 
election in view of faith," but rather an election "to faith." "From such 
pronouncements, at least, it is plain to see that these original signers of the Formula 
of Concord" had not a different, but the same "notion of election, and found it in the 
Book of Concord, than that which our 


*The author cites several other passages from Osiander's writings. The present one is 
sufficient to prove what is to be proved. D.R. 
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Neumissourians now think to discover in him after 300 years"; from which it is evident 
that this "neo-Missourian" concept is not so much new as it is about 300 years old, 
just as a good part of what is now asserted by Prof. Schmidt is not so much new, but 
already about 300 years old, inasmuch as Samuel Huber asserted quite the same 
thing, and also in a similar manner disparaged the confessors of the Lutheran 
doctrine as Calvinists, as the editor of "Altes und Neues" now disparages the 
"Missourians. 

So far as the 1st remark, concerning the assertion in "Old and New," "Huber's 
opponents say in all places that the election happened according to the 
foreknowledge of faith" (see "A. u. N.," Vol. 2. No. 8, p. 121). - 


2. 


"Has the Lutheran Church, since the adoption of the Formula of Concord, 
unanimously declared, so far as we know statements concerning it, that the 
Confession, when it speaks of predestination as the 'cause’ of all that creates and 
promotes blessedness, speaks of predestination in a wider sense?" ("A. & N.," op. 
cit. p. 115.) 

Prof. Schmidt answers this question "freshly" with yes and "with that the matter 
is settled". But if one examines the relevant writings of the theologians of our church 
who lived during and immediately after the publication of the Concordia formula, this 
unanimity is by no means found. Proof of this are again the writings of L. Osiander. 

For the sake of clarity, we must include here a longer passage from Osiander's 
"Thorough Report". It reads: "But Huberus' raging against me is the reason why | do 
not want to teach with him that all men. . . are chosen and ordained unto eternal life, 
but that | say with Christ the Lord, Many are called, but few are saved. Therefore | 
say with Christ, If it were possible, even the elect would be ordained. Wherefore | 
teach with Christ, that no man cometh unto the Lord Christ, except the Father draw 
him. Wherefore | say with the evangelist Luke, that as many as were ordained unto 
eternal life believed. Therefore that | learn with S. Paulo, that the hardened Jews, 
and their like, who oppose the holy Gospel to their end, are not saved to eternal life. 
And what does Dr. Huber finally make of it? If he does not suffer the special election 
of God (which he calls, not without great blasphemy, an election of stumps), why 
does he not cut the three chapters (the 9th, 10th, and 11th in the Epistle to the 
Romans) out of his Bible of his own free will?" (p. 37 f.) 

Further, Osiander writes, op. cit. p. 7 f.: "We" have "made ourselves there- 
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(namely, to Huber), "as D. Brentius*) and some other theologians**) do not want to 
oppose the general election of God, by which they understood nothing else than the 
love of God over the whole human race, to the special election of God by grace (of 
which S. Paul speaks in the above-mentioned chapters of the Epistle to the 
Romans), nor do they want to overthrow the same in others. Paul deals with in the 
above-mentioned chapters of the epistle to the Romans), nor want to overthrow the 
same, but in other places have expressly and clearly led the doctrine of the special 
election of grace, as can be clearly proved from their writings: So also Dr. Samuel 
Huber would have his general election of God over the whole human race. Samuel 
Huber would not oppose his general election of grace to the other special election 
of grace, nor would he dispute it, especially since he had already signed the 
Concordi Book (in which the special election of grace is dealt with in detail) with his 
own hand at Stutgarten in the Consistory, right at the beginning of his church service. 

For the sake of brevity, we will refrain from citing further statements by 
Osiander to the same effect. From the above it is evident that the Wurtemberg 
theologians of that time did not all declare that the Confession, when it speaks of 
predestination as the "cause" of all that creates and promotes blessedness, speaks 
of predestination in a "broader" sense; they rather declared that the Confession sets 
predestination in the narrower (i.e. in the only biblical) sense as the "cause" of all 
that creates and promotes blessedness. Of course, they were just as far from 
excluding from election in the proper sense the merit of Christ and faith as the 
Confession itself and we "Missourians" of today; for they taught that election was "in 
Christ" (through Christ, for Christ's sake), and that faith belonged with it in the order 
of election-for, they confessed, "Therefore, faith cannot and ought not to be excluded 
from the order of the election of grace, it sing and say Dr. Huber of Bockspriingen 
or Zaunspriingen, what he will"-so in this, too, they do not agree with Prof. Schmidt, 
who places faith before election in such a way that faith is in fact excluded from it; 
but just as far were they also from excluding any "special" election, or 


*) Brenz writes, for example, in the interpretation of his Catechism on the words "Our 
Father, who art in heaven": "Dona, inquit Paulus Roman. 11, et vocatio Dei ejusmodi 
sunt, ut eorum illum poenitere non possit, homines autem incredulitate sua 
vocationem Dei aut non agnoscunt, aut si agnoverint, iterum rejiciunt. Itaque, quod 
ad divinam clementiam attinet: Omnes vocati sunt electi. Nisi enim electi essent, 
vocati non essent. (Catechismus pia et utili explicatione illustratus p. 319.) 


**) E. g. the already mentioned M. Vogelius, who since 1680 was princely Wurttemberg 
councillor and abbot at Alpirspach and had formerly held a theological professorship at the 
university in K6nigsberg. 
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to deny election in the proper, Biblical sense, and, like Prof. Schmidt now, to allow 
only the general will of God in grace to be the "cause" of all that creates and 
promotes the blessedness of the elect. 

We must confess that we were very surprised to read such an obviously 
incorrect presentation of the doctrine of Huber's Wurtemberg opponents from the 
pen of Prof. Schmidt in "Altes und Neues". For Prof. Schmidt has read the writings 
of Osiander referred to here just as well as we have. There is therefore only one 
possible assumption: either his clear judgment has already been so clouded that he 
has let out the praevisa fides even where the exact opposite is taught; or else, in order 


to support his doctrinal position with respect to predestination, he resorts to open 
distortion of the historical facts. As yet, in love, we will assume the former. 


Election in respect of faith. 


(From a letter of the Saxon-Nassau Free Church Ministry to the withdrawn congregation of P. 
Heins). 


Our Lutheran Church, in her confession, especially in the eleventh article of the 
Formula of Concord, has left the divine mystery of election standing in opposition to 
the conclusions of the Roman and Reformed Churches, by teaching the two 
aforementioned propositions as clear revelations of God next to each other, and 
indeed both in their entire sharpness and exclusiveness, without giving room to a 
mediation of them by reason. For this very reason the Concordia formula does not 
teach that God has chosen "in view of faith." By this very obvious teaching, it would 
have made the very difficult doctrine of election by grace very clear. But it did not do 
so, lest the divine mystery should thereby be destroyed, and the two propositions 
not conveyed in God's Word should be reasoned with. If the later dogmatists did so, 
they did so in good faith, because they believed that they could thus best reject the 
atrocious Calvinistic heresy, and they did so with the express declaration and 
assurance that they in no way intended to make faith the cause of election, which, 
after all, is solely God's grace and Christ's merit. If, on this account, we do not wish 
to accuse the dogmatists who taught in this way of a fundamental heresy, we cannot 
consider ourselves bound to agree with their doctrine that election was made "by 
faith. This doctrine and mode of expression is 
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not the doctrine and expression of the holy Scriptures, nor even of our confessions. 
We are committed to Scripture and the Confession, but not to the old dogmatists. 

As it was with the doctrine of the old, later dogmatists, e. g. of Sunday and of 
the right of the authorities in the church, with which they believed they could best 
reject false views, so and no differently has it been with this doctrine of their election 
"in view of faith. The entire neo-Lutherans, the lowans in America, and the professors 
and pastors of the state churches here in Germany, together with the Free Churches, 
Breslau, Immanuel, etc., who follow them, believe that they have solved the riddle of 
election by grace, and have "conveyed" the above two propositions in the clearest 
manner, by the doctrine that election has taken place "in view of faith. And, indeed, 
by this mode of teaching the mystery is destroyed, and the doctrine of election made 
intelligible and palatable. 

We assure you that we do not want to put all our opponents, especially not our 
dear brother, Pastor Hein, on the same level with the whole swarm of the newer 
Lutheran theologians who want to be Lutheran with regard to the doctrine of the 
election of grace, as we also expressly declared at the Gotha Pastoral Conference 
that we do not want to accuse him of any false doctrine that has come to light 
unequivocally. We abhor drawing such consequences as, to our sorrow, are drawn 
against us by those who bring against us the charge of "crypto-Calvinism". We 
believe that the assurances are sincere, that conversion, faith, perseverance in the 
faith, etc., are solely God's work, in which man in no way participates. But we are 
most clearly and decidedly convinced that a rationalizing approach is to be found in 
the doctrine that election took place "in view of faith," inasmuch as this very doctrine, 
when simply understood according to its plain, clear, distinct wording, has just the 
sense and needs the sense, has the meaning, and must necessarily have the 
meaning, that the final decision to salvation does not lie with God and God's mercy, 
but with man and his believing grasp, while this believing grasp and man's will, 
decision, conversion, perseverance, etc., lie solely with God. etc. is solely God's 
effect, gift, and endowment. As little as conversion and regeneration take place in 
view of faith, since it is nonsense to say that faith is given to man in view of faith, - 
and yet conversion is particular, i. e. it does not go over all men. It does not apply to 
all men, since not all are actually converted (though it is God's will)-as little and still 
less did election take place "in view of faith," since conversion and faith themselves 
are rather a consequence of election, which took place before the foundation of the 
world. What shall 
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Otherwise, when our dear Formula of Concord expressly teaches: "By this doctrine 
and declaration of the eternal and saving election of the elect children of God, God's 
glory is fully and completely given, that out of pure mercy in Christ, without any merit 
or good works on our part, he makes us blessed according to the purpose of his will, 
as it is written in Ephesians 1. 1: 'He hath ordained us to filial adoption’) unto himself, 
through JESUS Christ, according to the good pleasure of his will, to the praise of his 
glory and grace, whereby he hath made us accepted in the Beloved.' Wherefore it 
is false and unjust to teach that not only the mercy of God, and most holy merit of 
Christ, but also in us, is a cause of God's election, for which God hath chosen us 
unto eternal life. For not only before we have done any good, but also before we 
are born, hath he chosen us in Christ, yea, before the foundation of the world 
was laid: and that the providence of God might be according to election, it was said 
unto him, not of the merit of works, but of the grace of the caller, that he which is 
greatest should serve that which is least. As it is written: | loved Jacob, but | hated 
Esau. Rom. 9, Gen. 25, Malachi 1." 

As firmly as we must hold to the doctrine of justification, the chief and 
fundamental article of our Lutheran church, which, like the sun, enlightens all others, 
that justification is by faith, not because of faith, not for faith's sake, but solely by 
grace, for Christ's sake, for Christ's sake for us, who is apart from us, not for Christ's 
sake in us, So we must also hold firmly that our election is in Christ, that is, in Christ 
for us and apart from us. That is, in Christ for us and apart from us. -For that our 
election was made "in Christ," as Scripture and the Confession teach, is by no 
means to be understood as meaning that God chose us after and because he 
foresaw that we would be in Christ; but, as it is written, "God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto himself" (2 Cor. (2 Cor. 5:19), this is to say that God, being 
reconciled in Christ, hath not for any other cause or reason reconciled us, but of his 
pure grace and mercy, and on the ground of the merit of Christ. God has "not seen 
in us a cause" of election, as the Formula of Concord clearly teaches, and therefore 
our faith, which is in us, cannot be a cause of election, since rather election, which 
took place before our birth, even before the foundation of the world, is the cause of 
our faith. 


") NB: Not: "In respect of filiation". 
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Thus we give to God all the glory of blessedness, but to men all the guilt of 
damnation, and leave these two propositions, as they are taught in Holy Scripture, 
unmediated, and must not dare to destroy the mystery by seeking in any way to 
mediate these two propositions, which according to God's Word are not to be 
mediated, according to reason. For as soon as we would teach that God has chosen 
"in view of faith," the mystery is destroyed, and that which is not to be imparted is 
imparted according to reason. For thus it is said that God has determined salvation 
and the means of happiness for all, and has also offered the power for it; but now it 
depends on whether man allows himself to be determined or not, accepts or not, wills 
or not, etc., etc. According to his omniscience, God foreknew which and how many 
would believe and persevere, and which would not, and in this foreknowledge he 
then decided to make blessed or to condemn. This is not the doctrine of the 
Concordia formula, but it is the doctrine of the synergists, as it is put forward today 
by the lowans in America and by almost all neo-Lutheran professors and pastors in 
Germany. If we had wanted to put up with this teaching, we could and should have 
put up with many other modern teachings and would just as well have remained in 
the national churches. This is the reason why we do not want to or cannot allow the 
doctrine that election was made "in view of faith" to be forced upon us, and why we 
gladly allow ourselves to be called "crypto-Calvinists," if God so permits, even though 
we can testify before God's holy face that we are just as decidedly and hostilely 
opposed to the Calvinistic heresy as to the synergistic one. 


A testimony and confession in today's predectation controversy by Fr. 
Brunn. 


(Conclusion.) 


Whatever our opponents may say, it remains certain that, according to 
Scripture and church doctrine, praedestinatio and justificatio, election of grace and 
justification, are two essentially different things. Besides justification, i.e. God's 
judgment and decision, in which he grants forgiveness of sins and blessedness to 
those who believe, there is also a general will of grace and love on the part of God 
toward sinners, a compassion for the lost, which extends equally to believers and 
non-believers, a compassion of God for the whole lost world, of which John 3:16 
speaks. 3, 16. speaks of, a mercy that goes after the lost sheep, the apostates, and 
seeks to save and convert them long before they are converted and believe, yes, 
even themselves. 
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if they are never converted at all. This is expressly testified by the Lord, when he 
says that he wished to gather to himself the lost children of Jerusalem, and sought 
to save them, although he knew and saw that they would not, either now or in the 
future. This universal mercy of God toward the sinful world is the source from which 
the preaching of the gospel flows among all nations, and God offers his salvation to 
all men, working in all for their conversion by his word and grace, whether they open 
or shut their hearts to this converting grace, believe or do not believe. It is a fact, 
however, that although divine grace works and works equally powerfully in all 
through its word for their conversion, yet the result is different; some resist grace, in 
others this resistance or hindrance to conversion is removed and overcome by the 
same grace. And why, from what cause the latter? It is not that God's grace does 
not so earnestly desire the conversion and salvation of the one as of the other; nor 
is it because in those who are converted there is a worthiness, an advantage, an act 
of their own, a cooperation, or a self-decision to convert; no, here we stand at a 
mystery which human understanding is not able to solve. Only this much is "revealed 
to us, that it is not God, but men's own stiff-necked reluctance that is the cause, if 
they are not converted and saved. | hold only to the two things clearly and firmly 
revealed and assured to me in God's Word, first, that God earnestly desires to help 
all men and make them blessed, that therefore only their own sin, their contempt of 
grace, is the cause of their damnation; and secondly, if | am converted and believe, 
and thus become blessed, it is God's grace alone that has given it to me, without all 
my own doing, willing, or running. 

But this is certain: My conversion is only a fruit, an effect, of the same general 
love and grace of God, whereby God pursues all lost sinners equally, without 
distinction of subsequent faith, whereby he works equally and truly on the hearts of 
all for conversion, and this general love of God becomes no other by the fact that its 
effect is prevented in the case of some and not in the case of some, provided only 
that we do not want to explain the latter Calvinistically by reason and add a particular 
will of grace, but let it be and remain a divine mystery. But if the conversion of man 
is the fruit of that general love of God by which he preaches his word to all men and 
offers his grace to them, it is consequently in a wholly different sphere from the grace 
of justification, of which only the believer is the object; in short, converting and 
justifying grace are certainly to be distinguished from each other. But just as certain 
as this is the other: Has God 
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converted, God's grace brought it about (for causes | do not know, only that | know 
they did not lie in me, nor in a lack of God's general love), to remove all hindrances 
of faith in me, well, God could not have done that without wanting to do it, and if he 
wanted to do it, he also decided to do it. So God certainly foreknew me from eternity 
(not as one who already believed, as Old and New says, but as one to whom he, 
God, would give faith), chose me to blessedness, and therefore determined to call 
me by his word and bring me to faith, that is, ordained me to sonship in Christ. This 
is predestination. 

Let justification therefore be strictly distinguished from predestination.*) 
Justification is rooted in the divine promise, in the promise that God will forgive the 
sins of all who believe in Christ, and give them possession of the divine right of 
filiation, citizenship in the kingdom of God, and all heavenly goods. Justification is 
the essential and actual bestowal and sharing of the whole treasure of grace which 
Christ purchased for us with his blood. God made this bestowal conditional on faith, 
as a means of appropriation. Every divine promise or promise requires such faith, as 
Galatians 3:22 says that the promise comes through faith and is given to those who 
believe. Justification, therefore, can only be where there is faith; he who believes is 
righteous, no one else. Hold conversion against this: It is not a promise that God 
wants to give something, by which God, as in justification, addresses himself to the 
faith of man; no, in conversion God first wants to give man this hand of faith, through 
which he becomes able to take hold of the divine promise; conversion is therefore in 
this sense not a promise, but it is God's work, a divine act in and on man, which 
presupposes no appropriation through faith, a work of God, which rather first creates 
and works faith; Conversion is the creative work of God, as was once the creation of 
the world, the raising of the young man of Nain, or of Lazarus, who lay four days in 
the grave, through the almighty word of the Lord, by which he creates a new life in 
the spiritually dead man and brings it forth out of nothing. As such a "work" of God 
the holy scripture everywhere describes the conversion, Phil. 1, 6. God has started 
"the good work" in you, Eph. 2, 10., we are his work, created by God. 


*) We believe that the whole decision in our present predestination controversy depends 
on this distinction. For justification faith is indisputably the rule, the order, the means of 
acceptance; it must also be the rule, the order, and the means of acceptance for predestination, 
if the latter stands in the same line with justification. The latter is to be denied. Here all else stands 
and falls. 
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In Christ Jesus to good works. Nowhere is there talk of a promise of God that 
requires faith, but only of God's work in man, which he does without any and all help 
from man, God's work, the result, fruit and effect of which is repentance and faith in 
man. But the divine will and resolution to do and accomplish this work of God in me 
is predestination. Therefore, as little as conversion itself, this divine decision of 
conversion on the part of man requires preceding faith, or is tied to the condition of 
preceding faith, but rather first gives and works faith. Therefore the Formula of 
Concord expressly says that predestination is the cause of our salvation and what 
belongs to it, that is, repentance and faith also, "creates and works"; God has chosen 
and ordained all and every person who is to be saved, that in this way, i. e., through 
repentance and faith, he will save them. God has set such a high value on every 
Christian's conversion, etc., that, before the foundation of the world was laid, he held 
counsel over it, and decreed in his intercession how he would "bring me," etc. There 
is always only spoken of this work which God's grace wants to do in man, which is 
dependent on no doing, conduct, or appropriation, pleasing, self-deciding of man or 
of anything, but it is the sole work of God, in which human reason can only ask, if it 
follows its prescience: Why doth God this work just in me, who am in like fault with 
those who are hardened, blinded, given to perverse minds? (Concordienf. p. 716, T 
57.) Or if conversion is so wholly the work, will, and decree of God, but God's decree 
and will must infallibly yet always be fulfilled, well, is not a compulsion to conversion, 
a gratia irresistibilis, taught thereby? Or if man retains the liberty and ability to resist 
grace, must he not then logically also have the liberty not to resist it, i.e. to accept 
it? These are the conclusions which human reason must inevitably draw, but 
nevertheless, yes, nevertheless, the conversion of man, and so also the 
predestination which it effects, is and remains a wholly pure work of God's grace, 
without any assisting, self-deciding, or God's work taking up, appropriating deed of 
man. 

If it is said that predestination is an election to salvation, a decree of adoption, 
a divine decision to make one blessed, it must be distinguished from justification. 
The latter, justification, is a judgment of God, in which man is absolved from sin and 
the curse, and Christ's righteousness is imputed to him. Man is placed in the right of 
filiation with God, in the possession of blessedness. Predestination, on the other 
hand, is only an indirect means of salvation. 


266 A Testimony and Confession in the Present Predestination Controversy by Brunn. 


inasmuch as it creates the means to blessedness, faith and conversion, i.e. the hand 
in me by which | take hold of blessedness. Justification enters into the adoption of 
God, predestination is the ordinance of adoption; justification tells me what | am 
when | believe, namely, God's child and heir, predestination first determines that | 
shall become this; justification tells me that | am saved, predestination that | shall be 
saved; Justification is from God's side imputation, from man's side appropriation of 
Christ's merit and righteousness; predestination first makes me able and able to take 
hold of Christ's merit, strengthens and sustains me that | may not lose it again. In 
short, as conversion is to justification, so predestination is to justification. 


Predestination is nothing else than the divine will of grace or the grace that 
converts me. And as little as my conversion was somehow caused or conditioned by 
something in me, be it my cooperation or my faithful appropriation and acceptance 
of divine grace, so little can my election and ordination to happiness have been 
conditioned by it. Rather, as it remains a mystery to me all my life that | could have 
been converted for my own person, which | recognize to be so much worse and more 
incapable of it than a thousand others who remain unconverted, as therefore my own 
conversion as well as preservation is and remains for me the great miracle of divine 
grace, which is unfathomable to all reason, so and no differently also my 
predestination, which brought me to it. But to deny such a predestination, by which 
God looked upon me personally in grace, as | lay in my blood, Ezech. 16:6, sought 
me out as a lost sheep, and without any action on my part placed me in the arms of 
grace of the faithful Shepherd, and brought me to him and kept me with him, that 
would be to deny the grace of God or the divine act of grace itself, by which | was 
converted and came to Christ and remained with him. This divine act of grace in the 
conversion of a man (which cannot be without the divine will and decision of such a 
one) is in the last analysis the question on which the whole predestination 
controversy turns, the question whether the conversion of a man is conditioned by 
any action, will, or cooperation of man, or whether it is purely and exclusively the 
fruit, consequence, and effect of divine grace. If it is the latter, then we stand on the 
ground of the unsearchable divine mystery, which God alone has reserved to his 
wisdom concerning the work of his grace, both in the guidance of whole nations and 
in the conversion of each individual. 
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(Conclusion.) 


If | had been mistaken in the question whether a Christian could and should be 
sure of his salvation or election, it was worth the trouble to examine my position in 
the other question. While for my own person | always held that God in his election 
looked to who would persevere in the faith to the end, | did believe that a good 
Lutheran could hold that election was the ground of faith. | actually thought it was a 
"quarrel about the emperor's beard." If the two doctrines had coexisted in peace for 
so long, why not continue to do so? And with God, after all, there is no difference of 
time. Before God, faith is neither before nor after election. So | thought. Was this 
opinion right? Scripture and confession had to decide. 

You and your opponents, to whom | belonged, appealed to the confession of 
the Lutheran Church. What did it teach? Is it possible that the confession was unclear 
on this point? That this trumpet gave an unclear sound? An unclear confession is not 
a confession. The confession of the Lutheran Church cannot be ambiguous at all; 
such ambiguity is entirely at odds with the nature and character of the Lutheran 
Church. One would be giving the Lutheran Church bad praise if one were to say that 
its confession is unclear, ambiguous, and misleading. 

Luther often railed against the rabbis who, in interpreting Scripture, sought to 
give the words as many meanings as possible. There he writes, among other things: 
"But a right teacher ought not to speak ambiguously, that is, to deal with such words 
as have more than one meaning; for otherwise he will teach nothing right; but one 
ought to do away with all such uncertainty of words from the predicaments, as the 
dialecticians speak in the schools, that is, a teacher or orator ought to abstain from 
them; for he must use such words as are certain and clear. He must take care that 
he speaks properly and intelligibly. Therefore the Hebrew commentators teach very 
badly, because all their study and diligence consists only in being concerned with the 
words, if they have more than one meaning, and they are only skilled in sophistry, 
and become useless washers, and not true dialecticians or teachers, but sophists, 
deceivers, and seducers.) 

Were really the authors of the Concordia formula such sophists, 


*) Walch, St. Louis ed. Il, 1373 f. 
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Were they useless washers, and their writings incomprehensible wishy-washy? This 
is all the less conceivable, since they have certainly taken every pains to speak quite 
clearly and unambiguously in the article "On the Eternal Providence and Election of 
God. They say right at the beginning of the aforementioned article: "No public 
controversy has arisen among the theologians of the Augsburg Confession 
concerning this article; but because it is a consoling article, if it be rightly dealt with, 
and therefore no future vexatious disputation should be introduced, it has also been 
explained in this writing."*) In order to prevent vexatious disputation, they explain this 
article; should they really have spoken there so indistinctly and ambiguously that one 
cannot be undoubtedly certain what they meant? Surely not. 

It is true that many words are used in a wider and in a narrower sense. For 
example, "repentance" in the wider sense includes repentance and faith, but in the 
narrower sense only repentance; "gospel" in the wider sense is law and gospel, in 
the narrower only gospel. But if one wishes to speak and teach about repentance, it 
is necessary to explain in what sense the word is to be understood, and if one wishes 
to speak of repentance in a broader or narrower sense, he must indicate this; 
otherwise he does not teach, but confuses the people, and becomes, as Luther says, 
a useless launderer, sophist, deceiver, and seducer. 

How then does it relate to the word "election of grace"? Does the Concordia 
formula need the same in a wider and in a narrower sense? | used to believe so; but 
this opinion is untenable. Not with one syllable does the Formula of Concord imply 
that the word "election of grace" has at all a wider and a narrower meaning; much 
less that it should say that it speaks of election of grace here in a wider sense, there 
in a narrower sense. If she really used the word in such a twofold sense, she would 
not have prevented vexatious disputation, but would have occasioned and 
introduced it. Yes, then the Concordia formula would be to blame for the present 
struggle. 

What then does the Concordia formula understand by the election of grace? It 
says: "The eternal election of God, however, vel praedestinatio, that is, God's 
ordinance to blessedness. "**) So an ordinance to blessedness is meant when it 
speaks of the eternal election of God. 

This ordinance to blessedness differs from the providence of God in a twofold 
respect: according to the person and according to the effect. She declares: "Initially, 


the difference between the prae-. 


*) Jubilee edition of the Concordia book. St. Louis. P. 378. Cf. p. 476. 
**) Jubilee edition, p. 480. 
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Scientia et praedestinatione, that is, between the providence and eternal election of God, 
to notice with diligence. For the providence of God is nothing else, but that God knows 
all things before they come to pass. . . This providence passes over the pious and 
the wicked, but is not the cause of evil, neither of sin to do wrong (which originally 
comes from the devil and man's evil, perverse will), nor of their destruction, of which 
they themselves are guilty,’ but only orders the same, and sets a goal for it, how long 
it should last, and all, regardless of the fact that it is evil in itself, should serve its elect 
for their salvation. The predestination or eternal election of God is only over the pious, 
well-pleasing children of God, which is a cause of their blessedness, which he also 
creates, and ordains what belongs to the same, on which our blessedness is so firmly 
founded that the gates of hell cannot overcome it. "*) 

The election of God and his providence are therefore distinct from each other, 
and the difference between them must be recorded. For this reason the Concordia 
formula places the above sentences at the head of its confession about the election 
of grace. And to be sure, both are different according to the persons over whom they 
pass. Providence refers to the pious and the wicked, election only to the pious. 
Hereby is rejected any thought that the Concordia formula speaks of election in a 
wider sense. 

That he who teaches election in a broader sense, consciously or 
unconsciously, deviates from the confession, can also be further proved. For such 
teach that God foreknew persevering faith, that he chose us for the sake of Christ, 
who was taken with persevering faith. However it may be expressed, faith is always 
thought to precede election. But the Confession teaches that it follows after election, 
as the effect follows the cause. It calls God's election "a cause of their salvation, which 
he also creates, and ordains what belongs to it." Election is a cause of happiness, 
God creates happiness, God ordains all that belongs to it. What connection is there 
between these propositions? This: election is a cause of blessedness. Why? Because 
God has chosen the well-pleasing children, therefore he creates their blessedness, 
and therefore he decrees all things that belong to blessedness. In another place, 
therefore, the Confession declares: "The eternal election of God ... is also a cause of 
God's gracious will and good pleasure in Christ Jesus, which creates, works, helps, 
and promotes our blessedness and all that pertains to it.) 


*) Jubilee edition, p. 379. Cf. p. 478. 
**) Jubilee ed. S. 478. 
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What then belongs to our blessedness? But this: that the means of grace may 
be brought near to us, that through them we may come to faith and persevere therein. 
The Concordia formula makes election the cause of faith. 

This is clearly evident from the scriptural proofs which the Concordia formula 
gives in the last passage cited. For after it has said that election "is a cause, so that 
our salvation, and that which belongs to it, creates, works, helps, and promotes," it 
continues, "whereupon also our salvation is thus established, that the gates of hell 
shall not be able to prevail against it; as it is written, 'My sheep shall not be plucked 
out of my hand'; and again, 'And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed.” 

Here we have two assertions and two proofs. The one assertion, that the gates 
of hell shall have no effect against our blessedness, is proved by the words of Christ: 
No man shall pluck my sheep out of my hand; the other assertion, that election is a 
cause, so that our blessedness, and that which pertains to it, creates, works, helps, 
and promotes, is proved by the saying: As many as were ordained to eternal life 
believed. Who would not see that the Concordia formula teaches, Because they were 
ordained or chosen unto eternal life, therefore they came to believe? 

That this is the correct understanding of the Formula of Concord is also evident 
from the following words of the co-author of the Formula of Concord, Chemnitz. His 
testimony is all the more important, since, as we see, the Concordia Formula itself 
declares that "no public discord has arisen among the theologians of the Augsburg 
Confession. He now writes in his little manual: "Does such an election of God happen 
first of all in time, when men repent and believe? or is it done in consideration of the 
piety foreseen before? St. Paul says in Eph. 1: We were chosen in Christ "before the 
foundation of the world was laid"; and in 2 Tim. 1: "He hath saved us, and called us, 
not according to our works, but according to his good pleasure and grace, which was 
given us in Christ Jesus before the time of the world. So also the election of God 
followeth not after our faith and righteousness, but goeth before as a cause of all 
these things: for whom he hath ordained or chosen, them also hath he called and 
justified. Rom. 8. *) Here Chemnitz clearly says, election does not follow faith, but 
precedes as a cause. This, then, is also the meaning of the Concordia formula. 

This is perhaps still more evident from the words with which Chemnitz 
proceeds, and in which he makes use of almost the same words, as 


*) Citirt Syn.-Ber. d. Westl. Distr. 1880. p. 35. 
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the Concordia formula. For he says, "The election of grace is a cause of all that 
pertains to blessedness." *); the Concordia formula says, "the eternal election of God 
.... lS a cause of our blessedness and all that pertains to it." 

If we read our confession with simplicity and without prejudice, we will easily 
come to the conclusion that it teaches that God did not choose us in view of our 
persevering faith, but the other way around, because he chose us, we also come to 
faith and persevere in it. And therefore also our salvation is so certain, that even the 
gates of hell are not able to oppose it; not because God foreknew our persevering 
faith, but because he chose us by grace for Christ's sake, and therefore determined 
to give us such persevering faith. 

And that this is the teaching of Scripture, who could doubt it who has read the 
Confession and its proof carefully and without prejudice? Yes, with this teaching many 
other passages of Scripture become intelligible. Then it is easy to find oneself in the 
wonderful order that St. Paul observes in Romans 8:29, 30, where he proceeds from 
providence to glory, saying, "For whom he hath before ordained, them hath he also 
ordained.... But whom he hath ordained, them hath he also called: whom he hath 
called, them hath he also justified: whom he hath justified, them hath he also 
glorified." In these words the apostle passes from cause to effect: because he had 
previously provided them, he has now also ordained them, called them, justified them, 
and made them glorious. This doctrine, that God alone has chosen by grace for 
Christ's sake, without regard to faith, this doctrine alone enables a simple-minded 
Christian to understand the relevant passages of the Epistle to the Romans, which 
requires a very artificial interpretation if one teaches that God looked to faith in his 
election. 

In this struggle, therefore, it is not a question of "the emperor's beard," as | 
formerly thought, but of a doctrine which is clearly expressed in Scripture and 
confession. 

But, then, how do we Lutherans differ from Calvinists? There is a great 
difference. We teach according to the Scriptures: God desires to make all men 
blessed, and therefore gave his Son for all men, and also causes his word to be 
preached to all, with the intention that they should believe and be saved. Calvinists 
deny all this. We teach: God rejects those whom he rejects only because they do not 
believe; he chooses those whom he chooses, for Christ's sake alone, by grace. The 
Calvinists teach: 


*) Citirt Syn.-Ber. d. Westl. Distr. 1880. p. 36. 
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God rejects one part of men merely because he wills it; he chooses another part 
merely because he wills it. Who should not be able to grasp this difference? 

But does our doctrine not contradict itself when we say: God has chosen us by 
grace for Christ's sake or in Christ, and then also say: This election is the reason of 
our faith, through which Christ and his merit are first appropriated to us? So | used to 
think. How, | asked, can Christ and his merit come to us, how can God choose us in 
Christ and for his sake, if we have not already appropriated him to ourselves by faith? 
How can God choose such in whom he sees nothing but sin? But the answer is not 
difficult. God converts even those who are dead in sins. For the sake of Christ, God, 
according to his eternal counsel, shows us grace by proclaiming his word and 
administering his sacraments among us. All grace is first acquired for us through 
Christ, and grace is shown to us before we believe. God was also able to show us 
grace by choosing us without regard to our faith. 

But is this not a contradiction: God wants all men to be saved, and yet, without 
regard to persevering faith, he chooses only a few? It would seem so. But even in the 
doctrine of election in regard to faith, this apparent contradiction remains, if we hold 
that faith is not the work of man, but the gift of God. For if God wants to make all 
blessed, why does he not give faith to all? A mystery remains here also. 

What a great danger is connected with the doctrine that God has chosen with 
regard to faith! They think in this way: For the sake of unbelief God rejects one part 
of mankind, and chooses another part. Why is this? If, on the one hand, unbelief is 
the reason, should not faith, on the other hand, stand in a similar relation, and serve 
as a reason for explanation? But why only as a reason for explanation? When | have 
first yielded a little to reason, then it demands that faith should obtain blessedness as 
a deserved reward, just as unbelief is followed by damnation as a deserved 
punishment. And as unbelief is the work of man, so, according to reason, is faith; 
otherwise it could deserve nothing. This is undoubtedly what Satan is up to; he would 
like to rob us of the doctrine of justification by grace alone for Christ's sake. In addition, 
he would like to introduce the doctrine of man's self-decision at conversion, for 
through this faith becomes, at least in part, man's work. In short, the germs of very 
dangerous heresies lie in this, when one says: God has chosen us with regard to our 
faith. 

It's a priceless treasure that's at stake in this battle... 
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is at stake. In the final analysis, the doctrine of justification is at stake. May the Lord 
of the Church give you wisdom and steadfastness to carry out this battle for His glory 
and His Church's salvation, under the banner on which is written : 

"Israel, you bring yourself into misfortune; 

For thy salvation is with me alone." Hos. 13, 9. 


A layman. 


Ueber die seelsorgerische Behandlung von geistlich Angefochtenen. (A 
conference paper, according to the decision in the Synodal-Report of the JllinoisdistrictS of v. 
J. S. 90 for "Lehre und Wehre" published by G. A. Sch.). 


(Continued.) 

d. Fourth, point out to the challenged the certainty of the state of grace. For it 
is not founded on good works, not on feeling, but solely on the grace of God in Christ 
freely offered in the Word, and persists even under the impugnment of doubt, so 
long as man struggles against it. See the 6th thesis of the subject treated at the 4th 
Annual Meeting of the Illinois District. 

s. Another thing to point out to such challenged ones is the example of the 
saints. 

All Scripture is full of such examples. Their weakness and their trials are more 
comforting to us than their great, inimitable deeds. In these we cannot follow them. 
But when, as Luther writes in Genesis 28:20, "the examples of weakness, sins, 
terror, and temptation that the saints have had are held up to us, as when | read the 
lamentations, groaning, terror, and trembling that David has had, the same greatly 
raises me above measure and gives me great comfort. For there | see how they did 
not perish or perish in their sorrow and terror, but how they were lifted up and 
comforted with the promises which they had received. From this | conclude that | 
also should not despair. For when they stand in the battle with hell, and are also 
terrified in conscience, and have to fight with it, they are so minded, and speak also 
thus, as if they had no promise at all; and yet at last they are preserved by the word, 
that they fall not away altogether. 

When the Lord Christ prepared his instruments for himself, through which he 
wanted to show great salvation to his church, it always happened through high and 
heavy temptations. In the midst of these temptations it did not occur to them to think 
that they were destined for something great, but rather they felt as if they had been 
rejected, as if they had sinned against the Holy Spirit, and so on. 
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Those who are challenged often think that it is they alone who are so beaten; 
no one has gone through such things. All the more convincing are the examples of 
such highly pardoned people and instruments of God. 

f. Finally, the contested parties are to be advised of the right conduct in the 
state of contestation; viz. 

To the right weapons they must use, to the battle they must fight, to the 

patience in which they must persevere. 
The right weapons are the word of God and prayer, as Paul points out in Ephesians 
6:17, 18: "And take the helmet of salvation, and the sword of the Spirit, which is the 
word of God. And pray always in all supplications," etc. For the Word is, as Luther 
says of this passage, "the very strongest and the right weapon of war, by which we 
must smite the devil and be victorious. ... It is not enough to defend oneself against 
the devil with faith and hope, as a shield and helmet; but one must also draw the 
sword and strike at him again, and press on with it, so that he must fall back and flee, 
and thus retain the victory in him. . . . This is what happens when the word is preached 
in the pulpit. Then also every Christian with himself, or with others, by hearing, 
reading, singing, speaking, and meditating. For it is powerful when it is preached and 
acted upon in a pure and unadulterated way, when it is learned with diligence and 
remembered with earnestness, and when Satan cannot yet remain a devil. For he 
reveals his lies and deceitfulness, so that he may deceive people, lead them into 
false confidence, or drive them into unbelief, sadness, or despair. And sheweth the 
Lord Christ, whom he crucified, but ran upon him, and burned himself, to bruise his 
head: wherefore he feareth, and is afraid for it." 

The other main weapon that the Christian must resort to in his temptation is 
prayer. Thus David cries out to God in his anguish and distress, as Ps. 18:7: "When 
| am afraid, | call upon the LORD, and cry unto my God; and he heareth me from his 
temple, and my cry cometh before him to his ears." See Luther's words on Ps. 130:1, 
"Out of the depths | cry unto thee, O Lord," where he points not only to the consolation 
which we have from the fact that even the saints have been terrified to death by the 
law and sin, but-by what ways and means they have come out again from this hell in 
which they were placed. "For thou seest what David doeth here, whither he turneth 
in such heartache. For he does not despair, but cries out, Knowing that there is still 
some hope of help and comfort. Wherefore in such affliction do thou also, and 
believe..... But when we see that we cannot cry unto God with such earnestness 
and fervency of heart as David does here, then let us remember that David, even in 
his greatest affliction, cried out in this manner. 
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has not been able to pray. For when a conscience and heart are sad and in despair, 
it cannot pray so earnestly while the sadness and doubting lasts, but then it feels 
murmuring and blaspheming against God, and the heart cannot rightly present it to 
God. But when the highest anguish and distress of the temptation is over, then only 
the crying and heartfelt longing and crying, which was buried in the high temptations, 
arises, so that one does not feel any of these things." 

Then the challenged are also to be pointed to the struggle against the 
sluggishness of the flesh. Christ's word: "Watch and pray" is especially applicable to 
those who are challenged. "As Luther says of Ps. 6:10, "There is no need to snore 
or slumber, nor to wait until the affliction and temptation cease from her, or until the 
time of consolation appears in her. For all these things are signs that the matter is 
not helped thereby, but one must fight against them boldly and confidently, and strive 
with all diligence that we may take a good thought and confidence from God against 
us, and stand firm on it, as he does in the Psalm, saying Ps. 3:3, 'Thou, O LORD, art 
the shield for me, and setteth me in honour, and setteth up my head'." This is how 
the Canaanite woman fought; she did not let her good confidence in Christ be taken 
away from her, however hard he stood against her. So also Jacob fought, as he 
wrestled with God, saying: | will not leave thee, for thou hast blessed me. 

To such a struggle also belongs that the challenged person should take it upon 
himself to divert his thoughts, which always tend to be directed to that which torments 
and distresses him, and to direct them instead to that which, according to all three 
articles of the Christian faith, is good to him daily from God, and thereby to awaken 
himself to the praise of God and to drive away the spirit of sadness, since constant 
lamentation and sadness is in fact a denial of the love and goodness of God. "If we 
cannot sing when we praise God," says Luther, "let us at least speak otherwise, that 
we may persevere in the blessings in which the Son of God has set us, which cannot 
be retained without great struggle and contestation." 

For this reason, those who are afflicted are to be exhorted to patience and 
serenity, so that they do not desire to be free from their affliction in carnal impatience, 
but warmly ask God and their Savior for patience. 

Hope, O thou poor soul, hope and be undaunted etc. 

Finally, it is also advisable for the challenged to avoid loneliness and to seek 
Christian company, to discover other proven Christians, especially the pastor, and to 
seek the great comfort that lies in private absolution. (To be continued.) 
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Miscellany. 


“They have Moses and the prophets." Under this heading, Pastor Haack 
in Breesen, in the "Mecklenburgische Kirchen- und Zeitblatt" of March 15, gives the 
following beautiful testimony: "They have Moses and the prophets. Let them hear the 
same", so Abraham says to the rich man, Luc. 16, 29. What luck for the former that 
the rich man was not alive in 1881 and studying the Old Testament at German 
universities! Of course, Abraham's suggestion did not please him. Defensively he 
answered in his incorrigible selfishness: "No, father Abraham, but if one of the dead 
would go to them, they would repent." - But how very differently he might serve 
Abraham today on such a request! How differently might he today excuse his unbelief 
and that of his brethren! If the rich man were alive today, Amyntor thinks, he would 
at any rate be a "member of the association against house begging and pauperism" 
and have a sign with these words on his house door. And if he were to die to-day, 
and had to have a similar conversation, as Luc. 16. had, with Abraham in the 
hereafter, he would, we think, at first have somewhat offended the Abraham Wohl, 
and called attention from above to his very backward Pentateuch-critical views. 
Something like this: "You have Moses and the prophets," you say? Moses is a 
mythical figure, Popper thinks, and while | don't go that far, contemporary Old 
Testament scholarship has long since proven that Moses had no thought of being 
the author of the Pentateuch. We have nowadays well an Elohist and a Jehovist, a 
Deuteronomist, an author of the Priestly Codex, and so on. But where is Moses? 
Even Delitzsch speaks of the successive origin of the Pentateuch, and will admit that 
some of the Pentateuch pieces are of post-exilic origin. How can you refer me to 
Moses! One notices that you have been dead for a long time." - | beg your pardon 
for this parody, but it is so close to home today. Nowadays we know more about 
Moses and the prophets than Abraham in Paradise and the Lord of Paradise, Jesus 
Christ, blessed for ever and ever. The latter, one says in excuse of his uncritical 
ignorance, did not want to instruct his listeners about biblical isagogy, and Abraham, 
however, did not have to read about Old Testament criticism in Greifswald or 
Giessen. Otherwise they would not have spoken so unscientifically. For "scientific" 
today is he who, to speak with Vilmar, "takes the individual biblical books and their 
parts for a walk from David to the Maccabees, and from the Maccabees back again 
to David, Deborah, and Moses"; and he who most thoroughly turns everything 
hitherto accepted on its head is called a "pioneering spirit." Quite so! It all depends 
on whom you are pioneering. 
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It certainly does not occur to me to begrudge the critical spirits their Herostratic 
fame, which they have earned through Moses' name as a writer; | can only pity them 
for it, fully convinced that they would be tremendously indifferent, even comical, when 
they learned about it. But who could hold back his pain at the fact that no one on the 
church side rises up and resists the spirits of denial who have made an anatomical 
dissecting room out of the Old Testamentagogy? - In the "Zeitschrift flr kirchliche 
Wissenschaft und kirchliches Leben" 1881, issue |, Prof. Zéckler reviews the Old 
Testament literature of the last two years and states that among the flood of names 
and books the only wedge still dares to stand up for the Mosaic version of the 
Pentateuch with admirable courage. So far it has come. (I involuntarily think of 1 
Sam. 13, 19. and 22.) Qui tacet, cum loqui aut potuisset aut debuisset, consentit. Did one 
not have to speak? Could one not speak? And yet deep silence all around! Does this 
mean that one consents? In the Presbyterian Church of Scotland a storm of 
indignation has risen against Prof. Robertson Smith, who, in relation to an Earl and 
Wellhausen, has spoken quite innocently about the Pentateuch and its origin. And 
with us "no dog meweth" (Ex. 11:7.). - It is not to be expected of a practical clergyman 
that he should work his way through the many winding paths of Pentateuch criticism 
and acquire a linguistic and archaeological erudition (in the Old Testament field) such 
as is necessary in order to enter the battlefield well armed. And the full scientific 
armor is certainly not to be dispensed with. But do we no longer have any positive 
ecclesiastical doctors? And do we not want to encourage young aspiring theologians 
with the necessary talent to throw themselves with all their might and full of 
enthusiastic devotion into Pentateuch criticism in a positive ecclesiastical sense and 
earn the name of a vindex Mosis? | take the liberty of humbly putting this question to 
the brethren in the ministry who feel with me the bleak misery of present Pentateuch 
criticism and do not wish to confuse Moses with "Elohist" and "Jehovist" and other 
questionable figures of critical imagination. 

Church Fellowship. In a review of two lectures by Pastor Hackenschmidt, 
which is found in Luthardt's "Theol. Literaturblatt" of February 4, the reviewer notes: 
"(The author) rejects any separation, even for the sake of the confession. He thinks 
that it is not a matter of conscience to leave a church that teaches falsely, because 
one can be saved in any church. It is true that the Word of God makes some blessed 
even in unbelieving churches, but it does not follow that if one recognizes the truth, 
he should remain in the unbelieving church. 
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may. It is not merely considerations of expediency, as the author thinks, because the 
doctrine is better propagated here or there, or considerations of love, so that we can 
work together in the established church, that compel us to join the church with right 
confession, but the nature of error and the necessity of confessing Christ with the 
church." A pleasing concession. 

FaithSingleness in the Papal Church. In Minkel's "Neuem Zeitblatt" of 
February 3 it says: "It is nothing new and nothing isolated, what J6rg's historico- 
political sheets from Austria write in the following, and if it were something new, they 
would hardly write it and at least not without a note. We read there: "This is the weak 
side of the Catholic position, that millions of its confessors are cool and alien to the 
fundamental concept of faith, that the educated among them think they may take 
away from the evangelical truth as much as seems good to them or seems 
compatible with their understanding, that furthermore the less educated believe they 
can give themselves the appearance of higher education by denying their confession, 
that finally only a few spirits are able to completely escape the contagion, the germs 
of which seem to lie in the air. The spiritual miasmas have condensed into an 
atmosphere of plague, which now beats the popular soul into the fetters of spiritual 
infirmity." One gets the wrong idea about the infallibility of the pope and the tight 
discipline of the Roman Church if one thinks that it has brought obedience to the faith 
and unity of faith on top. This is not so. What we read in the above lines we read even 
before the Declaration of Infallibility likewise from France, with all the complaints of 
infinite fissure in opinions and doctrines. By the infallibility of the papal omnipotence 
it was hoped to find a remedy; but it is very doubtful whether things are any better 
there than with us. The prevailing spirit of the times, which is in the air, also blows in 
the Roman Church, which cannot be hermetically sealed either by infallibility or by 
hierarchy, and the soul of the people prefers to deal with the spirit of the times than 
with papal law. 

The Transylvanian Unitarians. In Transylvania live about 60,000 Socinian 
Unitarians, whose confession has belonged since 1571 to the four received 
confessions (besides the Augsburg, Helvetic, Roman Catholic; the Greek Catholic of 
the Romanians is not "received"). They have 106 parishes. According to their 
nationality they were originally not homogeneous. A part of them had come to 
Transylvania fleeing from Poland, after the Polish Diet, at the instigation of the 
Jesuits, had decided in 1658, "in order to prove by deeds the gratitude to God", to 
expel all Unitarians who did not convert to the Roman Catholic Church. Five hundred 
of them succeeded, after endless toil. 
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salen, still plundered by imperial troops, with their German and Magyar co- 
religionists, whose ecclesiastical constitution had already taken place in 1571 at the 
instigation of Blandrata and Davidis by King John II Sigismund Zapolya, this only 
"Unitarian" king. But the present Unitarian Church is no longer trilingual. All the 
Unitarians became Magyars with their Asiatic idiom. The government of Hungary is 
favorable to them. Since 1868 they have received an annual subsidy of 5000 fl. from 
the state. They also enjoy a certain sympathy from other religious relatives. This 
seems to be especially the case with the reformers of the Helvetic confession. For 
instance, it was recently reported, that in the parish church at Grossschlatten the 
Calvinist preacher hears the sermon of the Unitarian, and the latter does not disdain 
to attend the Calvinist service. "With the words 'Take it according to your faith,’ the 
preacher of Helvetic confession hands Holy Communion also to the Unitarian, who 


traces his faith to Servet." (This, however, is a striking contrast to the former laws de 


haeretico comburendo.) The Unitarians have ecclesiastically constituted co-religionists 
only in England and America, 300,000 souls each. Since 1821 and 1834, 
respectively, they have been in contact with these non-Socinian Unitarians and have 
an essentially receiving relationship with them, both spiritually and physically. English 
Unitarians endowed a professorship for English at the Unitarian secondary school in 
Cluj-Napoca and a scholarship at the Unitarian Theological Faculty in London for 
Transylvanian theologians. The Americans are doing something similar to them. 
Under the influence of English and German liberal theology it cannot fail that the 
definite physiognomy of the Transylvanian Unitarians will be blurred and their bright 
colors flattened into the colorless German liberal Enlightenment gray. (Allg. Kz.) 

How Luther's writings were to be read was once testified to by Urbanus 
Rhegius, when he had come to right evangelical knowledge through them, with the 
following words: "There is not one person among a thousand who understands him 
correctly. For it not only requires three days to read six leaves and four tracts, but it 
also requires understanding, attention, and thorough comparison of his writings, in 
addition to great impartiality." "Many of his writings," he boasts, "are so undoubtedly 
true to me, that even the angels from heaven, if they contradicted them, would not 
drive me from my opinion and sentiment." 

Freiherr von Stein and the false teachers. Under this heading we read 
the following in the "Pilgrim from Saxony" of April 24: "The former is usually praised 
by today's free thinkers as their political Messiah. What would they say to the 
following judgment of the man on ecclesiastical matters? Through the 'Ev. 
Kirchenzeitung' it had become known in wide circles that the professors Wegscheider 
and 
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Gesenius in Halle taught unbelief, and in a frivolous manner at that. Immediately after 
this fact became known through the aforementioned newspaper, von Stein wrote a 
letter to Princess Wilhelm in which he commented on the matter as follows: It is with 
the greatest indignation that one hears the insolence with which the Hall professors 
Wegscheider and Gesenius misuse the lectern intended for the instruction of young 
divine scholars in order to reject the most essential truths of the Christian religion. To 
such teachers a pious king, who rightly removed a de Wette, entrusts the education 
of young divine scholars, who again spread their errors among the people, and a 
weak-minded Altenstein, a whole department of councilors attached to him, is 
allowed such a gross neglect of their duties? What is the use of efforts to bring 
uniformity into the outward appearance of the divine service through liturgies, when 
teachings destructive of Christianity are unhesitatingly recited from the cathedra, 
undermined with pernicious words in the pulpits, or even communicated to the youth 
during catechization? If one wants to fulfill the duties against religion and the church 
to which one feels called by God, then remove unchristian teachers from the pulbpits, 
watch over the religious teachers of the people, or declare that one leaves the church 
to itself as in the North American states, and then it is up to the members of the 
church to see to the preservation of a purely evangelical doctrine’. Golden words 
indeed, which it were to be wished would be rightly taken to heart, not only by the 
liberals, but also by the church governments." - If these are really-and in this we 
agree with the "Pilgrim"-"golden words worthy of heeding," why does not the Pilgrim 
himself take them to heart and advocate them? W. 

Renan's outward appearance. If in France one appalling sign of desolation 
after another becomes visible, one apostasy and abomination after another, one of 
the authors is the now almost lost Professor E. Rénan, who was admitted to the 
Academy in Paris one or two years ago. On this occasion, one of his admirers, who 
declared the miserable chatterer to be "one of the most venerable spirits of this age," 
made a curious description of the exterior of the same. In answer to the question as 
to what idea the reader might have formed of the person of Ernst Rénan, the following 
is answered at first: "If one has shown as much courage (?) as Rénan, then he must 
be a giant; if one has revealed so much sacred poetry (!) in his works, then a piece 
of divine beauty must also radiate from his face. Thus the reader certainly thinks of 
Ernst Rénan, dominating from his catheder an enthusiastic assembly not by his spirit 
and his speech, but by the majesty of his being and his gesture. "Nothing is more 
natural", 
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continues the enthusiastic admirer of Rénan, "but nothing could be more wrong. It is 
now about six years ago that | sought out the College de France, imbued with such an 
idea. The Republic had restored the scholar to his pulpit, from which he had been 
expelled by the Empire. His pulpit? In a quite secluded cell they had set up a table 
and about ten chairs. Half of them “are usually sufficient to accommodate Ernst 
Rénan's listeners. At the time | visited the room, two young people and an elderly 
lady were sitting there, being lectured on Hebrew linguistics by the famous professor. 
When one saw the professor so suddenly, one might have sworn that he had run 
away from a Hauff fairy tale, because there his role as an ugly, benevolent dwarf 
had perhaps bored him. Like beauty, ugliness also has innumerable kinds. Rénan's 
kind, however, is not of our world. The whole man is triangular. Nature, which did 
not allow him to grow taller, made him broader, and finally gave him the ugliest head 
with the broadest features, the laziest eyes, and the most monstrously large nose 
that has ever been noticed in a smoothly shaven, harmlessly flat face. If you were to 
put him in a nursery and say that this is the wizard who steals children, the dear 
youth would believe it without circumstance. Only Louis Blanc looks more dwarfish, 
who is pretty for it, like a little rosy-faced bake-fish, while Rénan unites all awkward 
ugliness in himself. And now think of this melancholy little monster in the green, gold- 
embroidered, academic tailcoat sitting on an esplanade, surrounded by that high- 
spirited "all Paris," composed for the good half of the most graceful young women in 
the world! There the fairy tale is complete." Thus the admirer of Rénan. Indeed, a 
"perfect fairy tale." That is the best term for everything that this "dwarfish" 
GernegroB, who has grown not in height but in breadth, has thought up and invented. 
In this he bears a certain resemblance to the God-denier Voltaire, whose outer form 
was known to resemble an ape more than a man. 
("Under the Cross.") 

The different classes of readers. The English writer Coleridge says that 
there are four classes of readers. The first he compares to an hourglass: their 
reading is like the sand, it runs in and out, leaving no trace behind. The second class, 
he says, is like a sponge, which swallows up everything and gives it up again almost 
in the same state, only a little dirtier. The third class he compares to a filtering sack, 
which passes through all that is pure, and retains all the foul yeast. The fourth class 
can be compared to the slaves in the diamond mines of Golconda, who throw away 
everything worthless and retain only the precious stones. 
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New Literature. 


Heinrich Melchior Muhlenberg, Patriarch of the Lutheran Church of North 
America. Self-biography, 1711-1743, from the missionary archives of the 
Frankish Foundations in Halle. With additionsand explanatory notes by Lic. 


Theol Dr. W. Germann, Lutheran pastor at Windsheim in Bavaria. Allentown, 
Pa.: Brobst, Diehl & Co. 1881. 

Whoever is interested in the history of the Lutheran Church in America - and 
which local Lutheran, especially Lutheran preacher, should not have this interest? - 
this book is highly recommended. Without a doubt, nothing can provide a better 
insight into a personality than a "self-biography"; the present one, with its many highly 
valuable historical "additions and explanations" from the most reliable sources, at the 
same time allows a clear insight into the initial conditions of our church in this country, 
conditions which are often a key to its later development up to the present day. The 
value of the book, which contains 256 pages in small octavo, is increased by an 
added alphabetical index. The price is: hardcover, in a handsome binding, 90 Cts. 
postage paid. W. 


Counter-testimony against Pastor Kein in Wiesbaden and his separation 
from our Synod. By the pastors Brunn, Eikmeier, Stallmann, Hempfing. 
Dresden. In Commission with Heinrich J. Naumann. 1881. (15 p. in 8°.) 

This is a very mild but devastating testimony against Pastor Hern's teachings 
and actions, and at the same time an equally concise and striking testimony for the 
pure doctrine of the Lutheran confession of the election by grace. W. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


I. America. 


In the "Columbus Theol. Magazine" of June there is a Polenfischer essay of which both 
the editor and the writer of the essay seem to be ashamed. The latter because, as once in our 
civil war the guerrillas shot out from behind the bush, so from behind anonymity; the editor 
because, in the prefatory note to the essay, he chastises us for being anxious to divert attention 
from the important subject of the controversy by endeavoring to turn it into a petty personal 
squabble. But no sooner have we read this preface, which contains a truly infamous insinuation, 


than our eyes fall upon the following passage of the leprosy: "When his (Wal- 
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ther's) present colleagues, especially the mere stripling who was elected some years ago to a 
tutelage, with the view that in the course of years and through a long training, after the 
Professor's demise, he might be able to take his place, already disports this claim, whilst he 
is yet lying in his theological swaddling clothes, the thing becomes intolerable and 


disgusting" ("If his Walther's” present colleagues, especially the mere boy, who was chosen 
some years ago with the intention of becoming capable, under guardianship in the course of 
years and by along education, of taking his place after the professor's demise, is already playing 
with this right, while he is still lying in his theological swaddling clothes, the thing becomes 
intolerable and distasteful.") - If this is not an even worse kind of personal quarreling than the 


editor of the "Magazine" claims to have to punish us with in his preliminary remarks, then we 
have not yet known what it means to become personal in a doctrinal dispute in an unchristian 
way. Therefore, it seems as if the editor really wanted to imply sub rosa with his preliminary 
remark that he is also ashamed of the kind of polemics that his correspondent engages in. The 
more correct thing, however, would have been that the editor would not have opened his 
magazine to such polemics, but would have closed it resolutely. By not doing the latter, a few 
lines after his punishing words, he has made himself a party to the sin he has punished and 
revealed that his entire punitiveness was nothing but a calculation. Besides, it is positively 
ridiculous to reproach a professor of theology with having administered his office only a few 
years, and on that account to pull him through scornfully and meanly. This is reminiscent of the 
great clamant Dr. Eck, who was also once greatly annoyed when the young twenty-two-year-old 
Melanchthon dared to contradict him at the Leipzig disputation, whom he contemptuously called 
only the "Wittenberg grammarian," who understood a little Greek and Latin, but to enter into a 
theological dispute with him was beneath his dignity. In 1530, however, Eck realized to his horror 
that in Leipzig he had had against him not only a grammarian but also a theologian who would 
have had more reason to be ashamed of Eck than vice versa. Incidentally, in the last article of 


the June issue of the "Columbus Magazine," the newest professor at Columbus also attacks our 
colleague as "the youngest and most untried among them (the St. Louis men)" for daring to 


make accusations "against men that have grown gray in the service of the Lord." You see from 
this, our gentlemen opponents are like spoiled children. After we have patiently kept our backs 
to the prevention of church division for years and days, and have allowed them to disgrace, 
revile, and blaspheme us without argument, they finally felt that this must go on forever. If any 
one on our side stirs, dares even to call scapha scapha, that is, ignorance ignorance, distortions 
distortions, lies lies, dishonesty dishonesty, our gentlemen opponents are therefore quite beside 
themselves, and play the part of martyrs who are sorely persecuted; for to punish in such a 
manner they regard as a privilege to which they alone are entitled. It almost seems, by the way, 
as if our opponents had hoped to be able to attack the writer of this book from all sides in the 
present quarrel and so easily outwit him, and as if they had now noticed with great uneasiness 
that other capable men are also loyally standing by him in the fight. But they would really do 
better if they did not let themselves notice this at all, but rather surrendered to the inevitable and, 
instead of ridiculing people or treating them contemptuously, let them feel their superiority only 
through the power of their counter-reasons. Incidentally, they seem to have quite forgotten that 
from 
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on our side now already for almost 112 years quite objectively held dogma-historical, apologetic- 
polemical and exegetical articles concerning our dispute have appeared. Let us take these into 
consideration and dismiss them one by one, and the controversy will be over and they will be 
the victors, - or let us honestly confess with Eck that we can at best refute the articles with the 


"Fathers," but certainly not with the "Scriptures" and the symbol. Hic Rhodus, hic salta! 
W. 

The United Brethren held their General Convention last month in Lisbon, lowa. Of the 
"business" reported in the "Happy Messenger," which was "conducted quite successfully," we 
report the following: "The Committee on the 'State of the Country’ reported through Br. Floyd as 
follows: Your Committee on the State of the Country desire to report the following. We recognize 
with interest the increasing influence of the Gospel of Jesus Christ over the nations of the earth, 
whereby they are coming to a higher state of civilization, and to a restraint of the superstitions 
of former ages. We are especially glad that this influence is making itself felt in our country. The 
abolition of slavery, the suppression of rebellion, and the successful financial condition, etc., are 
proofs of the power of Christianity. There are other important questions, such as poligamy, 
temperance; in legislatures, universal suffrage, etc., which we believe will prevail through the 
influence of Christianity. Our hope is in the Lord Jesus Christ, the God of the nations. We 
acknowledge the divine care and government as the source of the prosperity of our republic,’ 
and we will pray to Him as citizens of the land, and labor that this republic may become what 
God has ordained it to be-an asylum for the oppressed of all lands." "Br. Floyd, as Comite on 
the State of the Country, presented a Supplementary, wherein President Garfield's Government 
is endorsed. Adopted." "The Committee on Moral Reform and Resolutions reported, the 
proposition by proposition discussed. An amendment to the same was adopted, that persons 
who obtain a divorce without adultery being proved, and yet remarry, shall not be members of 
the church; and that none of our preachers should marry such divorced persons; but this shall 
not apply to such persons as are the innocent party in the case of adultery." "Br. Speck proposed 
an amendment that we earnestly counsel young men, and especially such young men as desire 
to enter the preaching ministry, to abstain from the use of tobacco, instead of saying that every 
one should avoid the use of it. Rejected. B. J. S. Mills proposed that the word "Association" in 
the report be called "Combination," so that it would read, "Resolved, That our opposition to secret 
associations continue as heretofore, and our Christian effort for the total suppression of the same 
continue until that end be accomplished. Resolved, That we declare any violation of our law 
against secret societies, and that we kindly but earnestly and urgently request all our members 
to obey our law and rules, and to refrain from all associations of such secret societies. Resolved, 
That dancing is unseemly for one who professes faith in Christ, and that all lovers of our Zion 
should abstain from such practices. Resolved, That all games of chance be avoided by our 
members. Resolved, That we deplore and oppose the profanation of the Sabbath, in all 
departments of life." 


m. Ausiand. 


The Evangelical Lutheran Free Church of Saxony and others has also been drawn into 
our doctrinal dispute on the election of grace. Mr. P. Hein in Wiesbaden has taken the side of 
our opponents and of the Saxon Free Church, and has sent his congregations to 
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He has taken the same step and published a paper in which he seeks to refute our doctrine of 
the election by grace and to defend his counter-doctrine. In the organ of the Saxon Free Church 
of May 1 and 15 of this year, there is first of all an essay prepared by Mr. P. Willkomm, in which 
the history of Mr. P. Hein's resignation is found, and at the same time a letter from the Ministry 
of the Free Church, which it addressed to the congregations that had also resigned. Instead of 
giving our readers an excerpt from this, which in any case would not be sufficient to give a clear 
insight into the circumstances as they have developed over there in regard to doctrine and 
mutual conduct, we take the liberty of encouraging all those who are interested in learning more 
about the matter to order the journal "Die Ev.-Luth. Freikirche". Whoever does so will not regret 
it. With the aforementioned essay, the entire volume in which it is found is amply paid for. Both 
the history of the outbreak of the controversy and the presentation of the doctrine are as 
interesting as they are instructive, and awaken us to fervent thanksgiving to God for having 
awakened and given us in the old fatherland such faithful comrades in faith and such capable 
comrades-in-arms for the eternal truth. In the double issue of the "Freikirche" referred to above, 
there is at the same time a "Necessarily Urged Illumination of the Writings of Pastor Hein 
Concerning Doctrine" by Father Hibener, which, powerful and striking as it is, relieves us of the 
work of considering Hein's writings. Mr. P. Hiibener's article has at the same time appeared as 
a pamphlet and we hope to be able to announce the arrival of a larger number of copies soon. 
We hope for the same from the following, as the "Freikirche" reports, recently published booklet: 
"GegenzeugniB gegen Pfarrer Hein in Wiesbaden und seine Trennung von unserer Synode. By 
the pastors Brunn, Eikmeier, Stallmann, Hempfing". In an advertisement of this pamphlet, Father 
Willkomm makes the following remark: "This shorter testimony of those members of our Synod 
who have to conduct the dispute personally and in close proximity, is an important supplement 
to the account given in this paper and at the same time a concise summary of what it is actually 
about. We therefore recommend it to all our readers, so that they may come to a full 
understanding of this sad dispute. That it may please God to open the eyes of even the erring 
ones by this striking testimony, so that they may give glory to God and turn back with the sincere 
confession of their sin and error." - The present doctrinal controversy is in many respects a "sad 
dispute," as Father Willkomm says; but in the hands of God it will undoubtedly bring the Church 
delicious fruit, the revelation and final victory of a salvific truth that has already lain in the dust 
for a long time to great harm, and the unmasking of an error that has been eating away at the 
body of the Church for so long like a creeping disease and a secret cancer. 
W. 

The final verdict, which was pronounced on Mr. P. Kern in Chemnitz and Mr. Herrmann, 
owner of the printing press in Zwickau, for allegedly insulting a rationalist pastor, is officially 
published in the last double issue of the "Freikirche". It reads as follows: "That the defendants 
Paul Kern and Johannes Herrmann are fined for insult, 1. Kern in the amount of one hundred 
and fifty marks, 2. Herrmann in the amount of one hundred marks, which fines, in the case of 
uncollectibility, are to be commuted to fifteen or ten days' imprisonment, and that they are also 
to pay the costs of the proceedings with liability for the expenses as joint debtors. Not less is the 
part of No. 15 of the V. Jahrgang of the "Evangelisch-Lutherische Freikirche" reproduced in the 
opening decision of September 30 of last year unusable on all copies of the same. 


286 Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 


and otherwise the provisions of ? 200, para. 2 and 3 of the Criminal Code on account of the 
publication and execution of present criminal sentences." 

Ingratitude is the world's reward. In 1878, the general delegates' meeting of the Lutheran 
Synod of Missouri, Ohio, etc. decided "that the Commission for Heathen Missions shall send 
one copy each free of charge to missionaries of foreign missionary societies who request the 
publications of our Synod, be they books or magazines," and in accordance with this decision, 
especially missionaries of the Hermannsburg Mission have received the books and magazines 
mentioned free of charge upon request. In thanks for this, one of the same writes (and Pastor 
Harms prints it in the April number of the Missionsblatt): "Yesterday they sent me a pack of nine 
different District Treatises, which all agreed in one thing, that the doctrine of election by grace of 
a Johann Gerhard, Calov, Quenstedt, &c., and other giant spirits of our Church was false. They 
also send their "Doctrine and Defense," "Lutherans," etc., into the houses of the people of 
Europe, Asia, Africa, and Australia, free of charge, in order thereby to bring their doctrines to the 
people." When one reads this, the above saying involuntarily comes to mind. - Incidentally, that 
writer must be gifted with a marvellous gift of comprehension to have studied "nine different 
district hearings" (some of which are close to 100 pages long) from yesterday to today in sucha 
way that he can allow himself such a derogatory judgement about them. Or has he only glanced 
at them and is judging from a few misunderstood sentences? The latter is made more probable 
by the fact that there are no "nine different district treatises" on the doctrine of the election of 
grace. We at least know of only three proceedings on this subject, namely, the synodal reports 
of the Western District of 1877, 1878, and 1880; besides, the same doctrine has been briefly 
discussed in the reports of the Northern District of 1868 and 1871; and finally there are printed 
minutes of the Chicago Pastoral Conference, which an unknown person, at a cursory glance, 
has found in the minutes of the Chicago Pastoral Conference. which a stranger might, on a 
cursory inspection, mistake for a "District hearing." All in all, that would make six, but where that 
defender of the giant spirits of our church, whose writings he has probably studied just as 
carefully as the district hearings, got the nine is quite inexplicable to us. - Would that those who 
want to write about the election of grace or accuse Missouri of Calvinism would first read and 
study what it teaches and not so lightly attack it! But whoever no longer wants to have the writings 
of the Missouri Synod for free, need only report this by postcard to the Mission Comits, and he 
will surely be "spared" with it. (Saxon Free Church.) 

Pastor Hanewinckel in Meyenburg (Hanover) resigned his office because he could no 
longer administer it without violating his conscience in view of the rotten confessional and 
communion practices of the regional church. 

Hefsen-Cafsel. In the "Kirchen-Blatt" of the Prussian Lutherans of April 15 we read: As is 
well known, in 1879 the Hessian Renitents split into two camps: into the Homberg direction under 
Hoffmann, which has abandoned the Mauritian work of improvement and has placed itself on 
the Lutheran confession, and into the Melsungen direction under Vilmar, which represents the 
external legal standpoint and wants at all costs to hold on to the Lower Hessian Church as it has 
come down to it. This latter party, the larger in number, to which the renitent Lutheran pastor 
Schedler in Dreihaufen also belongs, split again last fall, when a number of its clergymen (Zilch, 
Wetzell, etc.) formed a special pastors' convention and began to organize their church. The sad 
experiences of the renitent congregation at Cassel on the occasion of the excommuni- 
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In the course of the conventual congregation of several of its most outstanding members, the 
conviction had matured that the previous Jndependentism should no longer be allowed to 
continue. This party to the Convention has recently received a considerable increase through the 
affiliation of the rebellious congregation of Melsungen, which, with its church elders at its head, 
has broken away from Vilmar, elected the rebellious pastor Henkel as its pastor, and held its first 
special service on Sunday Latare. Only a few members of the congregation remained with 
Vilmar, who so far did not want to know anything about an ecclesiastical organization and who 
will continue to hold on to his naked legal standpoint, or rather to dream on with his Hessian 
church dream. Vilmar expects, according to a little book he published years ago, that the true 
church will one day gather around the Hessian lion. Sad, but true! 

"Signs of the Times. Under this appropriate heading the "Kirchl. Volksblatt aus 
Niedersachsen: Unter dem Kreuze" of April 16 writes: "The pen resists writing down the following. 
Nevertheless, under certain circumstances, it may be necessary to reproduce a blasphemy, 
insofar as it belongs to the signs of the times, which the Lord has commanded us to take note 
of. Unfortunately, blasphemy is so much in vogue today that it is one of the most noteworthy 
signs of the times. With horror we copy the following words, which the "Liberty" published by 
Most in London brings. "Yes, the good God and this world order! This God, who was invented 
thousands of years ago by some swindlers, and who has since been periodically patched up by 
various other jugglers, is, however, according to the descriptions which his makers and agents 
give of him, monster enough (his name be praised!) not to be able to dispense with war in his 
order. Only peruse the Bible, provided you can overcome the disgust which will seize you when 
you open the most infamous of all books of infamy, and you may soon notice that the god they 
are trying to make you believe is a million-headed, fire-breathing, vengeance-snorting, fierce 
dragon." To be sure, even this language is by no means new. Voltaire wrote to his royal bosom 
friend, the philosopher of Sanssouci, the like. But this blasphemous wisdom has never been 
preached so openly as in our days, and never has it been translated into practice so unabashedly 
and consistently. The same number of "Liberty" contains a passage which, indeed, surpasses all 
that the imagination can conceive. In it it is said "that for a revolutionary there is only one 
alternative: either he cuts off the heads of his enemies, or he himself is beheaded. Science 
provides means which make it possible to carry out the extermination of beasts on a large scale 
quite openly and calmly, quite humanely one might say. Incidentally, the number of those who 
have to be cassinated is not very large: the princes, then the ministers, the so-called statesmen, 
the bishops, the prelates and other dignitaries of various churches, a good part of the officer 
corps, most of the higher bureaucracy, various journalists and advocates, finally all 
representatives of the aristocracy and bourgeoisie." 

Australia. In the "Lutheran Church Messenger for Australia" of 30 March we read: The 
Victorian Synod, which meets annually, had met this year for the twenty-fifth time, and was thus 
able to celebrate its twenty-fifth anniversary. On Sunday Invocavit a special jubilee service was 
held in the morning in the German Church at Melbourne, at which Father Rechner preached the 
sermon on Haggai 2:5-10. The Synodal proceedings were opened on the following Monday 
morning, and were closed on the same day. After the opening speech, the president, Father 
Herlitz, spoke the following great words: "A preacher who no longer agrees with the confession 
of his church is morally obligated to openly resign from it. If he does not do this 
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then he would become a hypocrite. The Synod of Victoria will always demand of the pastors 
belonging to it an unconditional adherence to the confession of the church." The synod members 
agreed with this. These words are also spoken from our hearts, and if the three principles 
expressed were taken seriously, the partition separating us from Victoria would suddenly fall. In 
the annual report of the President it says: "With regard to the relationship with the other Lutheran 
Synod, the reporter could not only speak of no improvement, but it even seemed to him that 
through the continual, public and private repetition of the old, unjust partisan accusations, work 
was being done to widen the rift and make it an incurable one. The resolutions passed at the 
Synod are of no importance to distant observers. Only one resolution attracted our attention after 
the opening words of the President mentioned earlier, namely that the Church Council of the 
Victorian Synod was instructed to request the Committee of the Basier Mission to send a suitable 
man to the Synod as a travelling preacher under the conditions to be communicated to it. Some 
time ago we had the opportunity to point out that, with respect to the admission of members of 
other confessions to the Lutheran Lord's Supper, Victoria still stands on the old un-lrish position; 
here it also becomes a painful certainty to us that his position with respect to the un-lrish Basel 
Missionary Institution has not changed. Is this part of the unconditional adherence to the 
confession of the church? But we understand something quite different by adherence to the 
confession, and that is why the annual report of the President can be called "unjust party 
accusations," which we, according to Scripture and confession, rightly find fault with a synod that 
Calls itself Lutheran. 

Hofprediger Stécker iber Staats- und Landeskirchenthum. The newspaper "Unter 
dem Kreuze" of April 16 criticizes St6cker's lectures held in Basel and finally remarks: "In one 
respect, Mr. Stécker seems to have really seen the light, and it is this point that we actually 
intended to present to our readers. Court preacher Stécker had this to say about the relationship 
between state and church in Basel: "In the overall appearance of the church, we encounter two 
dangers that threaten us: state ecclesiasticism and unbelief. In former times, when one religious 
view dominated the whole people, as at the time of the Reformation, national churches were 
possible; today, when two world views are at war, it is no longer conceivable that the church 
should be governed by the state. Everything Andre is given free, only on the church are two 
opposites forced, opposites which are called shadings, but which are in truth two religions." After 
Mr. Stoecker has further elaborated on these opposites, he continues: "Such 'shadings' cannot 
exist together in a church; divorce and decision run through all instances at the cathedra and in 
the pulpit, in the synod and in the churches. The spirit of fellowship for a peaceful struggle against 
the world is lacking in the unrest of the time; the unsettled strife, however, robs the church of the 
strength to struggle against the closed power of the world," and so on. What do the hundreds of 
genuinely state-church pastors, who recently made a pilgrimage to Berlin under the leadership 
of the General Superintendent of Celle, say to this confession of the Berlin court preacher? Are 
they not afraid of the new doctrine which is preached there from such a mouth? Or do they 
perhaps think: If this is the teaching of the Berlin court preachers, then it is time that we also 
convert to it? It would be much worse if they were to lag behind the court preachers than if they 
were to lag behind the Protestant Unificationists. That is why it is very advisable to join in here. 
Who knows what other addresses we will experience! 

Necrological. On April 3 of this year, the church councillor P. B 6 hringer, who belonged 
to the separated Lutheran Church in Prussia, died suddenly and unexpectedly in Breslau. 
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The Synergistic Pelagian Doctrine of Grace Election. 
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Not only is it undeniable that not a few otherwise pure theologians, in their 
private writings, lecture on the doctrine that the election of the elect took place "in 
view of faith," that faith, therefore, does not follow in time the conclusion of grace as 
its effect, but rather precedes it in a determining way; it is also undeniable that these 
theologians sometimes defend their doctrinal trope in a way that creates the 
appearance as if a synergistic leaven had crept into their theory. But if one does not 
want to do injustice to these noble men and not go astray oneself, one must pay 
attention to three things in particular. First, against what opponents those theologians 
had to represent and defend the pure doctrine of election. On the one hand, they had 
to fight against the Huberians, who entirely excluded faith from the election of grace 
and taught the election of all men, all heathens, Jews, Turks, and unbelievers; on the 
other hand, they had to fight against the Calvinists, who denied the universality of 
grace and salvation and taught an absolute arbitrary election to salvation and 
damnation, which was nothing but (as the Concordia formula says) that "pattern: This 
shall be blessed, that shall be damned; this shall abide, that shall not abide." (p) 706, 
§ 9.) Those noble men thought they could not better and more victoriously counteract 
these abominable errors, which are in direct contradiction to the clear Scriptures, 
than by their doctrine of election "by faith. - On the other hand, it must not be forgotten 
that not everything found in the private writings of our Lutheran theologians is the 
doctrine of our Lutheran Church, and that a servant of it does not rely on the private 
writings of its public teachers, but only on the teachings of the Lutheran Church. 
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is committed to God's Word and the common public church confession. As our final 
confession begins in the first part with the words: "We believe, teach, and confess 
that the only rule and guide by which all teachings and teachers are to be judged and 
evaluated are the prophetic and apostolic writings of the Old and New Testaments, 
as it is written: 'Your word is a lamp to my feet and a light to my path’, Psalm 119. And 
St. Paul: 'If an angel comes from heaven and preaches otherwise, he shall be 
accursed’, Galatians 1. Paul: "If an angel come down from heaven, and preach 
otherwise, let him be accursed,' Gal. 1. But other writings of the old or new teachers, 
as they have names, are not to be held equal to the holy Scriptures, but are all to be 
subjected to them, one with another, and not to be received otherwise or further, than 
as witnesses, of what form after the apostles’ time, and in what places, such doctrine 
of the prophets and apostles has been received." (S. 517, §§ 1. 2.) But in the second 
part of our final confession it is said: "Because it is above all things necessary to a 
thorough and constant unity in the churches, that one should have a summary 
unanimous concept and form, in which the general summary doctrine, to which the 
churches, which are of the true Christian religion, confess, is drawn together from 
God's word; as then the old church always had its certain symbols for such a custom, 
and such should not be placed on private writings, but on such books, which are 
placed, approved and accepted in the name of the churches, which confess one 
doctrine and religion: We have declared to one another with heart and mouth that we 
do not wish to make or accept any special or new confession of our faith, but rather 
to confess the public general writings, which have been used for such symbols or 
common confessions in all the churches of the Augsburg Confession. Confession, 
before the discord arose among those who professed the Augsburg Confession, and 
for so long. Confession arose, and as long as one remained unanimously everywhere 
in all articles with the pure doctrine of the divine word (as Dr. Luther more blessedly 
declared it), it was held and used." (S. 568, §§ 1. 2.) Whoever, therefore, with a view 
to a doctrine contrary to the clear wording of Scripture and the Confession, appeals, 
as our opponents do at present, to the expositions of our dogmatists in their private 
writings, and in this way desires to know decidedly what the pure doctrine of our 
Church is, who thus denies the first fundamental principle of our Church, who 
undercuts himself with the desire to introduce the traditionism so earnestly rejected 
by our Church, and thus does the very teachers with whom he wants to catch the 
consciences the dishonor of being only hypocritically inspired by the papist clamor: 
"Fathers! Fathers!" in order to use the authority vindicated in the Roman Church to 
the church fathers in the Lutheran Church for themselves and their 
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Writings.*) Finally, however, it should be noted that, if in some places our pure 
theologians give the appearance of paying homage to synergistic views in the 
doctrine of the election of grace, in other much more numerous places they corrupt 
themselves and reject and condemn even the most subtle and hidden synergism. 
There is no doubt that if our dogmatists had not been opposed by the Huberians and 
Calvinists, but had had before them teachers like those against whom our opponents 
are now fighting, they would not for a moment have hesitated to extend to them the 
hand of brotherly fellowship, and would have solemnly renounced the doctrine which 
our opponents are leading, and would have most decidedly forbidden the invocation 
of them as their guarantors. To prove that this is not an empty assertion, which we 
could easily make now after the death of these great men, but which we could not 
prove, we recall once again a strange statement by Johann Gerhard. For after he 
has set forth in his Locis his doctrine of election "in view of the faith to be bestowed 
in time through the word by grace of the electing God, "**) he continues, among other 
things, thus: "As to the opinion of the ancients, we know that Augustine, in his book 
of the predestination of the saints, Cap. 17, writes: ‘that God" (to be sure) "chose 
the faithful, but that they might be, not because they were, and that men do not 
believe that they might be chosen, but rather were chosen that they might 
believe,’ and Cap. 19.: 'Not because we believed, but that we might believe, he 
chooses us; lest it should be said of us that we chose him before,’ etc. But this and 
the like is opposed to the Semipelagians, or the remnant of the Pelagians. For these 
maintained that the beginning of faith was from us, and that faith was therefore the 
meritorious cause of election. For that this was the true opinion of them is evident 
from the following 


*It is worst of all with those of our opponents who, having hitherto always thought they 
had to defend themselves against the assertion of the authority of the dogmatists, and have 
continued to criticize them, now that they think they can bring the dogmatists against Missouri, 
refer to their writings as if they were canonical. Prof. Stellhorn, for instance, goes so far as to 
call the evidently false doctrine of Sunday, in which almost all the dogmatists have been stuck, 
now only a "manifest obscurity in the doctrine of Sunday"! (See his pamphlet: "Worum," etc. p. 
11.) 


**) Intuitu fidei in tempore ex gratia Dei eligentis per verbum conferendae." 
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the letters of Prosper and Hilarius to Augustine, which are found in the 7th Tomus. 
Augustine therefore rightly opposed them, and denied that faith was the cause 
of election; nay, he even retracts in the 23rd chapter of the 1st book of his 
Retractations what he had written in the explanation of some sentences of the epistle 
to the Romans, viz: 'That God chose faith in foreknowledge, so that he chose him 
whom he knew would believe on him." *) 

Let us now follow a series of testimonies of such theologians of our Church 
who, while speaking of election "in view of faith," most decidedly renounce any 
synergistic conception and interpretation of this doctrinal form of theirs. 

Thus, in 1596, the entire theological faculty at Wittenberg (Aeg. Hunnius, L. 
Hutter, S. Gesner, and others) wrote in their "Griindlichen Widerlegung der von Dr. 
Sam. Huber ausgesprengten Schmahekarten": "When in the trade and article of the 
election of grace faith is introduced, it is not of the opinion that God has chosen us 
for the sake of faith as because of our merit, or that we are chosen by God because 
he has seen beforehand from eternity that we believe in Christ and thus would show 
ourselves worthy of the grace and election of God; But this is the right opinion of the 
wholesome doctrine of faith, that God hath from eternity ordained true faith in Christ 
to be the only blessed means and instrument whereby we should lay hold on the 
precious merit of our Lord Christ, and appropriate it to ourselves. 3, 4.14. Gal. 


*) "Sententiam veterum quod attinet, novimus, Augustinum scribere lib. de 
praedest. sanet. 17.: 'Elegisse Deum fideles, sed ut sint, non quia jam erant; non 
credere homines, ut eligantur, sed potius eligi, ut credant'; cap. 19.: 'Non quia 
credidimus, sed ut credamus, elegit nos; ne priores eum elegisse dicamur’, etc. Sed 
haec et similia opposita sunt semipelagianis sive reliquiis pelagianorupi. Ili enim 
statuebant, fidei initium esse ex nobis, ac proinde fidem esse meritoriam electionis 
causam. Quam genuinam fuisse ipsorum sententiam, patet ex epistolis Prosperi et 
Hilarii ad Augustinum, quae extant tom. VII. Illis igitur merito sese opposuit 
Augustinus et, fidem esse electionis causam, negavit; quin etiam, quod in 
expositione quarundam propositionum ep. ad Rom. scripserat: 'Deum elegisse 


fidem in praescientia, ut, quem sibi crediturum esse sciverit, illum elegerit', illud 

“The Wittenberg theologians do not say, therefore, that faith belongs to the conclusion of 
election, because election, like justification, must be grasped in faith, but because it is impossible 
that God should have chosen a man to blessedness who will not appropriate by faith the merit of 
Christ, through which alone blessedness has been acquired. In another place of the cited 
Scripture, therefore, the same theologians write: "Dr. Huberus thus writes: 'It is taught in the 
Visitation Book that every man shall 
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3, 4. Joh. 1, 3. 6. because we are not apart from Christ, but were chosen in him 
before the foundation of the world, Ephes. 1. but in Christ no man is found without 
faith, by which he dwelleth in our hearts." (Consil. Witebergens. |. P. 569.) 

The same Wittenberg theological faculty wrote in 1596 in the same 
"Refutation": "After this he (Huber) blames us, as if we should interpret the words of 
St. Paul (2 Thess. 2.) in this way, that when the apostle says: "God hath chosen you 
in faith," such must have the meaning that God hath chosen us for faith's sake. This, 
however, is a fictitious accusation, since it is impossible for Dr. Hubero to prove that 
we ever wrote in our books or otherwise said that God chose us for the sake of faith. 
For our faith, of course, is not worthy that we should be chosen by God for its sake. 
Dr. Huberus writes that it is taught in the Visitation Book that faith is a cause or 
contributory cause of the election of grace, fol. 299. But since this testimony has 
been dealt with at length above, it is unnecessary to explain further, since the 
Visitation Book expressly says: "The election of God includes faith in Jesus, without 
which faith neither the grace of the caller nor the merit of Christ could be grasped. It 
rejects 


The answer is that men should appropriate and apply the election of grace to them, which cannot 
happen unless a general election and dispensation from God over all men precedes it. But the 
words on the 299th page read thus: "So faith is required in the election of grace, that we should 
accept with true living faith the grace of eternal election, which was granted to us in Christ and 
was encountered for his redemption alone, and that each one should apply and appropriate it. 
There we hear that we are to apply and appropriate to ourselves the grace of eternal election by 
true faith; but that we are to appropriate to ourselves the election and choice of grace itself, as 
Dr. Huberus says, by faith, is nowhere to be found here or elsewhere in the Visitation Book. Now 
there is much else the grace or mercy of God, which is included in the election of grace, and is 
over all men, which we must also take hold of and appropriate to ourselves by faith; then there 


is also another thing the full election of grace and clection or election of God in itself." (Consil. 


Witebergens. I. f. 608.) - Even between us and our opponents the point of controversy is not 
whether faith necessarily belongs to the election of grace, or not (as our opponents pretend, 
whether from ignorance, or from lack of conscience); but whether the elect attain faith by God's 
ordinance, or whether they attain it without being ordained of God; whether the election is a 
divine irrevocable resolution to bring the elect to salvation by faith, or whether it is the resolution 
to make men blessed on condition of persevering faith, or if they would refrain from resisting, 
and be brought to faith. 
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but the Visitation Book, when it is taught that we should be chosen for the sake of 
faith, as a virtue and merit; which we likewise condemn as a Pelagian folly. "*) (A. a. 
O. fol. 589. 609.) 

In 1597, the same Wittenberg theological faculty wrote in its "Confession of 
the Eternal Election of Grace and God's Decree of Salvation" against "Huber's 
Calumnies and Eternally Unfathomable Conditions": "Accordingly, we further 
condemn as false and ungodly anyone who says or teaches that believers choose 
God by faith before He chooses them, and give Him cause to choose them 
afterwards. Which Dr. Huber, with an inexplicable lack of reason, blames us 
Wittenbergers for, and places the statum or main controversy upon it, neither shrinks 
from nor is ashamed of, and may still say, that our whole reason stands upon this, 
pag. 69. But if faith itself originally comes from the eternal election of God, it also 
does not come from the eternal election of God. 


"The reminder may seem unnecessary, but for the sake of certain people it should be 
remembered that the Wittenbergers naturally count not only those among the Pelagian 
enthusiasts who say outright that the elect have earned their election through their faith, but that 
they count among them in general all those who somehow attribute to faith such a relationship 
to election, according to which faith is made a meritorious cause of election, however much they 
protest against this as an unjust imputation. For who, in the midst of the Lutheran Church, if he 
himself wants to be a Lutheran, will be so careless as to say outright that faith deserves election, 
and thereby so rudely betray his gross Pelagianism? To speak so carelessly, and yet to want to 
be regarded as orthodox, was possible in Christendom only before the outbreak of the Pelagian 


controversy. Thus, however, even one Ambrose wrote, among others, on Rom. 8:29: "Non ante 


praedestinavit, quam praesciret, sed quorum merita praescivit, eorum praemia praedestinavit," 
that is, in German, "Not before foreknowledge hath he predestinated, but of what men's merits 
he foreknew, their rewards hath he predestinated." (Cited by Thomasius in his "Christian History 
of Dogma," I, 481.) The synergist Calixt therefore knew what he meant when he wrote: "Aegidius 
Hunnius was, if | am not mistaken, the first, or at least the most distinguished of the first, who 
brought out again the old opinion adopted before Augustine in the primitive Church, and 
reintroduced it into our churches and schools, but not without difficulty, contradiction, and 
accusation of Pelagianism. Since then it has been the prevailing one with us, though not set forth 
with equal skill by all." (De peccato et gratia. 1645.) According to Calov's citation, the words in 
Latin thus read, "Aeg. Hunnius, nisi fallor, primus fuit vel certe inter primos praecipuus, qui 
priscam ante Augustinum in primitiva ecclesia receptam sententiam revocavit et in ecclesias 
scholasque nostras reduxit, non tamen sine difficultate, contradictione et insimulatione 


Pelagianismi. Ex eo apud nos praevaluit, quanquam non omnibus pari dexteritate exposita.” 
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us, but by God's power alone is wrought in us." (Op. cit. fol. 616.) 

Thus writes Aeg. Hunnius in 1598: "Without doubting, we also assert this, that 
no" (Hunnius himself emphasizes this word twice) "cause is to be looked for in us, 
by which God would have been moved to our election; since even faith, as it is either 
considered in itself or adheres in us, is not admitted into this castle of divine election." 
*) 

Thus L. Hutter wrote in 1608: "We readily admit that neither faith nor the 
foreknowledge of faith is a cause of our election. Faith, indeed, is not, because in 
itself and by itself, inasmuch as it is a virtue, habit, or quality, it does nothing for our 
election or justification, and in this case is of quite the same nature as the works or 
merits of men. But we admit likewise that the foreknowledge of faith is not a cause 
of our election, to speak properly, either, since already above, in the treatment of the 
matter in general, we have not yet seen that it does anything to our election, or to 
our justification. 


*) "Indubitanter igitur et hoc asserimus, in nobis NULLAM esse quaerendam causam, qua 
Deus ad nostri suscipiendam electionem sit permotus; siquidem ne quidem fides, ut vel in se 
ipsa consideratur vel in nobis haeret, in hanc divinae praedestinationis arcem intromittitur." 
(Vol. theol. Disputatt. Witeb. 1598. Disp. XXV. p. 277.) Hunnius, however, writes Musaeus, 


"has been in the consistent opinion that faith is the cause of predestination, and has founded his 
opinion on this, that faith is the cause of justification. But it was at once made a scruple of him, 
not only by Calvinists, but also by some of our theologians, that if faith were the cause of the 
counsel of predestination, it must be a meritorious cause of the same. They saw, then, that the 
power to cause, which every moving cause has, must consist in a merit, or else in an intrinsic 
worthiness and goodness, by virtue of which the deciding or acting cause is moved to decide or 
act. Whereupon the same Hunnius further declared that, as faith is the instrumental cause of 
justification, not a meritorious one, ... so it is also the instrumental cause of the counsel of 
predestination, not a meritorious one.... But because the expression, that faith is the instrumental 
cause of the counsel of predestination, is somewhat harsh, and the words seem to have this 
opinion, that it is the instrumental cause on the part of God, of the setting of the eternal counsel 
of our salvation, and because also the opponents of the same Hunnius, especially Sam. Huber 
and Daniel Tossanus, interpreted the same still differently, namely, that faith is the instrumental 
cause of the counsel of predestination, because it takes hold of our predestination (although 
against Hunnii's express protestation that this was not his opinion), than some other theologians 
of ours have sought to make use of it." (Concerns of the theological faculty at Jena about the 


Consensus repetitus. See Histor, syncretismi of Calov. S. 1041. ss. We have already 
communicated the passage in full in the 1880 issue of this journal, p. 49 ff.). 
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It has been proved to my knowledge that foresight, as well as foreknowledge, is not 
the cause of any thing previously known or foreknown, but merely implies the 
knowledge of all things previously known.) 

Thus the Jena professor P. Piscator wrote in his commentary on the Concordia 
formula in 1610: "In this sense, 40 years ago, a learned theologian who was very well 
versed in Luther's writings wrote: **) "But that some may admit and say such a childish 
and even Bachantian thing: If it is solely in God's mere grace and election, and not 
also in part in man's will" (we add: conduct) "or if it is solely in God that man believes 
and accepts blessedness in the Word, and not in man's free will, then God is a seer 
of persons, cum non aequalibus aequalia dividat" (because he does not grant the same 
to the same), "because he does not give faith to one as well as to the other: ') on this 
such rags ought to be beaten with rods, t) that they therefore accuse our Lord God 
of inequity, because his incomprehensible judgments do not rhyme with their foolish 
reason." (Commentary, in F. C. p. 577.) 

Thus J. Gerhard writes in 1616: "By no merits of men, by no worthiness of the 
human race, nay, not even by the foreknowledge of good works or of faith, has God 
been moved to choose certain (men) to eternal life, but this is entirely due to His 
undeserved and 


*) "Non inviti largimur, neque fldem, neque praevisionem fidei esse causam 
electionis nostrae. Fidem quidem non, quia illa in se et per se, quatenus est virtus, 
habitus aut qualitas, nihil quidquam facit vel ad electionem, vel ad justificationem 
nostram; et hoc casu eandem plane conditionem ea obtinet, quam opera sive merita 
hominum. Verum neque praevisionem etiam fidei causam electionis nostrae, 
proprie loquendo, esse, largimur; siquidem jam modo supra in generalioribus 
ostensum fuit, praevisionem, ut et praescientiam, non esse causam ullius rei 
praecognitae sive praescitae, sed complecti duntaxat notitiam rerum praescitarum 
omnium." (Lib. Concord, explic. ed. 3. p. 1101.) 

**) "Hunc in sensum ante annos XL eruditus quidam et in scriptis Lutheri 


theologus versatissimus." 


+) Itis true that even Piscator adds a "Nota bene!" to these words, in order to draw attention 
to them as particularly noteworthy, but in order to reassure our opponents, we assure you that, 
as far as the proposed curse of certain synergists is concerned, we do not agree with Piscator 
and with that "theologian so versed and learned in Luther's writings," but only with their teaching 
on the point in question. In any case, the proposal is also not as serious as it sounds. 
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immeasurable grace. Ephes. 1, 6.: 'He hath chosen us for the praise of his glorious 
grace.’ Rom. 11, 6. 2 Tim. 1, 9." *) 

The same is repeated by Gerhard below in the following words: "We confess 
with a loud voice that we hold that God has found nothing good in men to be elected 
to eternal life, and that he has not looked to good works, nor to the use of free will, 
nor even to faith itself in such a way as to have moved by it, or for the sake of it, to 
elect certain (men); but we say that Christ's merit alone is that whose worthiness 
God has regarded, and therefore out of pure grace has taken the counsel of election." 
*) 

Furthermore, in response to the Calvinists’ objection, Gerhard writes: "If the 
cause of rejection is in man, then certainly the cause of election will also be in him. 
The latter is" (even after the Lutherans' concession) "false. So also the former" - 
Among other things, the following: "Although God, according to his ordinary way of 
acting, does not convert those who do not hear the Word, who despise and persecute 
the ministers of the Word, who blaspheme the Word and resist the Holy Spirit, yet it 
does not follow from this that it is in man that he is converted, since that man is 
converted by hearing the Word of God is the work of the Holy Spirit, but not the work 
of human powers." f) . 

Thus Joh. Hulsemann (ft 1661) writes in his lectures on the Concordia formula: 
"The epitome of the Concordia book and the further execution of the eleventh article 
teach that the moving cause of predestination is the merit of Christ, but that the 
foreseen non-rejection of this benefit to be offered and the admission of it by faith 
are not among the causes, 


*) "Nullis hominum meritis, nulla humani generis dignitate, quin nee 
praevisione operum vel fidei motus est Deus, ut quosdam ad vitam aeternam 
eligeret; sed soli indebitae et immensae ipsius gratiae in solidum hoc 
adscribendum. Eph. 1, 6. Rom. 11, 6. 2 Tim. 1, 9." (Loc. de elect. § 52.) 

**) "Sonora voce profitemur, nos statuere, quod Deus nihil boni in homine ad 
vitam aeternam eligendo invenerit, quod nec bona opera, nec liberi arbitrii usum, 
neque adeo ipsam etiam fidem ita respexerit, ut hisce motus vel propter ea quosdam 
elegerit; sed unicum et solum Christi meritum illud esse dicimus, cujus dignitatem 
Deus respexerit et ex mera gratia decretum electionis fecerit." (L. c. § 161.) 

t) ",Si causa reprobationis in homine, utique etiam causa electionis in ipso 
erit. Posterius falsum. Ergo et prius'. Respondeo: Quamvis juxta modum agendi 
ordinarium Deus non convertat illos, qui verbum non audiunt, qui ministros verbi 
contemnunt et persequuntur, qui verbum blasphemant et Spiritui Sancto resistunt, 
tamen inde non sequitur, in homine situm esse, ut convertatur; siquidem, quod 
homo per verbi auditum convertitur, Spiritus Sancti opus est, non autem 
humanarum virium." (L. c. § 188.) 
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not to mention the moving (causes) of predestination, but belongs to the conditio 
sine qua, non of execution. But the moving cause of the counsel of rejection is the 
foreknowledge of sin and the perseverance in it to the end; and therefore sin is the 
moving cause not only of the execution, but also of the counsel itself.) 

The same writes: "The non-rejection is by no means our work, but a work of 
God produced in us, which we can only resist "**). 

The same: "The orthodox opinion is this: that this cessation (of natural 
reluctance) is not an act commanded to the human will by itself through natural 
power, or that the negative decision of the will is not of itself, as one is wont to speak; 
but that it is a quiescence of the obstinate reluctance introduced by the Holy Spirit 
into man's mind and will.... And that therefore no one can distinguish himself from 
another unconverted man and boast against him. Because no one works anything 
actively for the reception of the first grace. But that he does not resist grace, which 
in itself and by its nature works conversion, this he has from the bestowal of the first 
grace, which is bestowed on all.") 

Calov counters the assertion of Museo that faith is the subordinate moving 
cause (impulsiva causa minus principalis) of election with the following: "This assertion 
cannot be thoroughly proven by any testimony of Scripture. For we are not called 
elect because of faith, but through faith in Christ, 


*) "Docet Epitome libri Concord, et Declaratio uberior artic. XI., causam 
impulsivam praedestinationis esse meritum Christi; praevisani autem non- 
rejectionem offerendi hujus beneficii et admissionis ejus per fidem rfon pertinere 
ad causas, nedum impulsivas praedestinationis, sed conditionem sine qua non 
executionis. Impulsivam vero causam decreti perditionis esse peccati et finalis in 
eO perseverantiae praevisionem; adeoque non solius executionis causam 
impulsivam esse peccatum,. sed ipsius etiam decreti." (Praelect. in lib. Conc. Ed. 
Scherzerus, p. 698. sq.) 

**) |.Non-repudiatio nequaquam opus est nostrum, sed opus Dei in nobis 
productum, cui nos saltem resistere possumus." (Vindiciae S. S. p. 158.) 

tT) "Orthodoxa sententia haec est, ... cessationem hanc non esse actum 
voluntati hominis a se ipsa naturali potestate imperatum seu non esse 
determinationem voluntatis negativam a se ipsa, ut loquuntur; sed esse moram seu 
spatium non resistendi pertinaciter, a Sp. S. in hominis intellectum et voluntatem 
introductum.... Ideoque neminem se discernere, neque gloriari posse adversus 
alterum non conversum. Quia nemo positive aliquid operatur ad receptionem 
primae gratiae. Quod autem gratiae, per se et sua natura conversionem operanti, 
non resistit, hoc habet ex primae gratae collatione, quae omnibus confertur." (De 
auxiliis gratiae p. 274.) 
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of which the former indicates the moving cause, the latter the instrumental cause... 
Blessed Gerhard says it is nonsensical to say that faith is the moving cause of 
election.... How could faith be the moving cause, or move God to justify and 
predestinate the faithful, and that" (as Musaeus had expressly said) "by its own 
power, since faith here has no power or activity, but behaves purely as a sufferer, 
receiving God's grace and Christ's merit alone, but God by grace imputes the same 
to us, as if it were our own merit? Man, therefore, when he receives Christ, and 
admits him by faith, which enters into our hearts by the word, is more of a sufferer 
than of a doer; so that he is really God's work, and not our work, when he is 
produced. And what there is of our activity in that receiving of Christ, or grasping of 
the grace offered and bestowed, namely, after faith has been produced in our hearts 
by the Holy Spirit, this does not come into account when our justification is dealt with, 
so that even of faith itself, in so far as it is the instrument, it is rightly said to be 
opposed not only to all works of obedience and godliness, but to faith itself, in so 
far as it is our work and action, and to the power of the same. And if this be not 
asserted with holy earnestness, the Arminian heresy of faith as a quality, or a work 
and our deed justifying us, may easily creep in. "*) 
Thus once in 1646 the Strasbourg theological 


*) "Nullo testimonio Scripturae solide haec assertio probari potest. Non enim 
electi dicimur propter fidem, sed per fidem in Christum; quorum illud est causae 
impulsivae onpavtiKkov, hoc causae organicae.... B. Gerhardus enim aAoyov hoc esse 
dicit, fidem esse causam electionis impulsivam. . . Et quomodo fides causa esset 
impellens vel impelleret Deum ad justificandum et praedestinandum credentes, 
idque virtute propria, quum fides hic nullam vel virtutem, vel activitatem obtineat, 
sed nude tantum passive sese habeat et gratiam Dei ac meritum Christi solummodo 
recipiat, Deus autem nobis ex gratia illud imputet, ac si proprium nostrum meritum 
esset? Magis ergo hic sese passive habet homo recipiens Christum et admittens per 
fidem, qui per verbum in cor nostrum sese insinuat, quam active; ut ita opus sit 
Dei proprie, non vero nostrum, dum procreatur; et quicquid est activitatis nostrae 
in illa Christi receptione vel gratiae divinae oblatae et collatae apprehensione, 
postquam nempe fides per Spiritum Sanctum producta est in cordibus nostris, id 
ipsum certe in censum non venit, cum de justificatione agitur, adeo, ut fides etiam 
ipsa, quatenus instrumentum est, recte dicatur opponi non tantum operibus 
omnibus obedientiae et pietatis, sed ipsi fidei, qua opus vel actus noster est, 
ejusque virtuti. Quod nisi sancte adseratur, facile Arminiana haeresis de fide ceu 
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(Dannhauer, Dorscheus, and others) on the doctrine of the synergist Latermann, that 
man cannot convert of his own strength, but through the grace offered in the calling 
he receives the power to convert or not to convert: "What is that power of man? in 
which does it rest, through grace, to accomplish or not to accomplish what is 
necessary for conversion? in which does it lie, to want to convert and not to want to 
convert? as M. Latermann speaks. He will not say that these are the powers and 
ability given by the Holy Spirit itself. For what kind of assertion would that be, that it 
rests with the new powers and faculties given, to perform or not to perform what is 
necessary for conversion, to want to convert and not to want to convert? Are these 
new powers indifferent to conversion or to turning away, to wanting and not wanting? 
So there must be a power before the powers and faculties given by the Holy Spirit in 
man (erit existens), by which, with the help of the grace overcoming him and the 
powers given, that which is necessary for conversion is accomplished, by which the 
not-wanting to convert is enforced (perficitur)? And this is precisely Pelagianism and 
synergism.... How, again, is it to be taken that he (Latermann) says, 'God grant on 
his part that all, if they will, may fulfill the condition of faith, be converted, and so 
become blessed’? What extraordinary and how clumsy (quanta et quam) speeches 
are these? Does not God on his part grant that we may will? that we may believe? 
Does God only grant that we may will, that we may be converted, that we may 
believe? .. But what in all the world is a "prepared will" which is not converted by its 
own powers, but by the power of grace imparted by God? As much as can be 
gathered from Latermann's words, it is the will that has already been filled with new 
powers given by divine grace, and has therefore undoubtedly been born again and 
is alive. But he is not first converted, but is already converted, because he is born 
again and awakened, and lives; but he is converted by continuing the work of 
conversion (continuando) under the assistance of grace and out of those powers. Nor 
is he in the indifferent faculty of willing and not willing, but has already come to the 
decision (determinata), and is no longer in the state of grace offered, but of grace 
communicated and accepted. "*) In the following ref. 


*) "Quae est illa potestas hominis, penes quam residet, per gratiam ea, quae ad 
conversionem necessaria sunt, praestare, vel non praestare ? In qua situm est velle 
se convertere et nolle se convertere ? ut loquitur M. Latermannus. Non dicet, esse 
ipsas vires et facultatem a Sp. S. donatam. Quae enim esset haec asseveratio: penes 
novas vires et facultatem donatam residet, ad conversionem necessaria praestare 
vel non praestare, velle se convertere et nolle se convertere ? Suntne illae novae 
vires indifferentes 
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the Faculties lay to rest in a striking manner the objection raised by Latermann and, 
as a rule, by the synergists, that if, according to this, it is not man but God Himself 
who decides to convert, a "gratia irresistibilis" (irresistible grace) must be statued. *) 

The Danzig ministry also wrote in 1646 against Latermann's thesis: "If men will 
by grace, they can be converted," as follows: "As | do not say: Lazarus, who was 
made alive, if he will by Christ's power, can be made alive by the same, since he is 
already alive, so | do not say: If man will by grace, he can be converted; since he is 
already converted who so wills by grace, Rom. 7, 22, and Phil. 2, 13. Since those 
who are to be converted are purely living, it is inconsistent to ascribe to a purely 
suffering subject an act such as that of being converted, which is the same as if one 
were to say: The dead man makes himself alive, the clay wants him to be formed, 
Lazarus awakens himself . . . We dislike this sentence as an inconsistent and 
Pelagian one, namely, that the consent of the will is required for the beginnings of 
believers, since the will of man is dead before the first conversion has taken place. . 
. We say more correctly with Dr. Gesner (on the Concordia formula, p. 103): 'If the 
heart of man consented, it would be converted before it was converted.'"**) 


ad conversionem vel aversionem, ad velle et nolle? Erit igitur potestas aliqua in 
homine ante vires et facultatem a Sp. S. donatam existens, a qua adjumento gratiae 
supervenientis et donatarum virium praestantur necessaria ad conversionem, a qua 
perficitur nolle conversionis? Atque hoc est ipse pelagianismus et synergismus.... 
Rursus quomodo capiendum illud, quod dicit, ‘Deum a sua parte hoc praestare, ut 
omnes, si velint, conditionem fidei implere, se convertere et ita salvari possent'? et 
quanta et quam gopttké sunt haec axovopata:Deusne non praestat a sua parte, ut 
velimus? ut credamus? Praestatne tantum, ut possimus velle, ut possimus nos 
convertere, ut possimus credere . . . ? Quid quaeso est 'voluntas praeparata', quae 
se non propriis viribus, sed virtute gratiae divinitus collatae convertit? Quantum ex 
verbis percipitur, est voluntas jam novis viribus a gratia divina datis impleta et 
instaurata, adeoque procul dubio regenita et viva. Sed illa se non demum convertit, 
sed jam conversa est, quia regenita, resuscitata est et vivit, convertit autem sese 
continuando sub gratiae adjutorio et ex illis viribus opus conversionis. Neque illa 
in indifferenti potestate est ad velle et nolle, sed jam determinata est, neque versatur 
amplius in statu gratiae oblatae, sed collatae et acceptatae." (Vid. Calovii System. 


Tom. X, 50 sqq.') 

This passage is found in a lengthy article in "Lehre und Wehre" (Doctrine and Wehre) 
of 1872 on the question: "Is it really Lutheran doctrine that the blessedness of man rests in the 
last analysis on man's own free decision? See p. 264. f. 


**)"Homines, si per gratiam volunt, per eandem possunt converti." - Sicut non 
dico; Lazarus vivificatus, si per potentiam Christi velit, per ean-. 
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Quenstedt writes: "The moving cause (of predestination) is partly internal, partly 
external. The inward cause is God's free grace, which absolutely excludes any merit 
of human works, or anything that has the name of a work or an action, whether it be 
by God's grace or by natural forces. For God has not chosen us according to works, 
but by his mere grace. Nor does faith itself belong here, if it be regarded as a more or 
less worthy condition (whether in itself, or according to a valuation given to faith by 
the will of God), because nothing of it belongs to the decision of election as a cause 
moving and driving God to the making of such a decision, but this must be ascribed to 
the pure grace of God. This sentence is first proved in Romans 9:15, 16: "Whom | have 
mercy on, that | will have mercy on. So then it is not up to anyone's willing or running, 
but up to God's mercy.""*) 

The same: "That it is said that the cause of some believing is not in men, but in 
God, who gives them faith according to His good pleasure, this is according to the 
word Ephesians. 2, 8. Phil. 2, 13. "**) 

Johanes Musaeus writes: "Do the Lutherans keep da- 


dem potest vivificari, cum jam vivus sit; sic nec dico: ,Homo si velit per gentiam, 
potest converti'; cum jam ille conversus sit, qui sic vult per gratium, Rom. 7, 22. et 
Phil. 2, 13... Cum homines convertendi pore passive se habeant, absonum est, pure 
passivo subjecto adscribere actionem, qualis est at convertere. . Quod perinde est, 
ac si dicas: Mortuus se vivificat, lutum vult se fingi, Lazarus se excitat. . . Displicet 
haec propositio ceu absona et pelagiana, nempe ad initia fidelium requiri consensum 
voluntatis, cum ante conversionem primam peractam voluntas hominis sit mortua. 
Nos rectius cum Dr. D. Gesnero p. 103. E. C. ,si', inquit, ,assentiretur cor hominis, 
conversum utique esset, antequam converteretur. (Vid. Calov. 1. c. p. 68. sqq.) 

*) Causa movens alia interna est, alia .externa; interna est gratia Dei mere 
gratuita, excludens omne omnino operum humanorum meritum sive omne id, quod 
nomine operis vel actionis, sive per gratiam, sive ex viribus naturae factae, venit. 
Elegit enim nos Deus non secundum opera, sed ex mera sua gratia. Etiam fides ipsa 
huc non pertinet, si spectatur tanquam conditio, magis vel minus digna, sive per se, 
sive ex aestimio per voluntatem Dei fidei superaddito, quod nihil horum decretum 
electionis ingrediatur, tanquam causa movens aut impellens Deum ad tale decretum 
faciendum; sed id purae putae gratiae Dei est ascribendum. Probatur haec propositio 
ex Rom. 9, 15. 16.: Miserebor, cujus misereor. Non volentis, neque currentis, sed 
miserentis Dei est." (Th. did.-pol. P. III. e. 2. s. 1- th. 10. f. 25 ) 

**) "Quod dicitur, causam, quod quidam credunt, non esse in hominibus, sed 
in Deo, fidem pro beneplacito suo iis largiente, id verbo est consentaneum Eph. 2, 
8. Phil. 2, 13." (L. e. s. 2. q. 4. f. 59.) 
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for that the cause of the difference, why some are converted and others not, has its 
reason solely in man?" Answer: "Wendelinus writes that while the Lutherans teach that 
man is purely passive in his first conversion, that is, that he contributes nothing to his 
first conversion in the way of an active cause, they teach that the cause of the difference 
why some are converted and others are not is to be found in man alone. 

The reason for the fact that he is converted is only and solely to be found in man. 
After Wendelinus has quoted some of Eckard's words, he adds: 'And this is not called 
active concurriren to his conversion? What can be said more clearly in favor of the 
participation of the unregenerate man?’ and further on: 'What more could Pelagius have 
said?' But Wendelinus does not present the opinion of ours honestly, and wraps it up 
with diligence in an ambiguous way of speaking, in order to have something to mock 
at. For, in the first place, ours are not wont to say that the cause of the difference why 
some are converted, and others not, has its ground solely in man; but they all say with 
one mouth, that the cause why those are converted who are ever converted has its 
ground not in man, but solely in God; but the cause why those are not converted 
who persist in ungodliness has its ground not in God, but solely in man." *) 

Joh. Olearius wrote in 1665: "Is the Lutheran doctrine of election related to 
Pelagianism? | deny this, because it ascribes everything to God and nothing to man, 
since the latter alone is responsible for all things. 


*) "An causam discretionis, cur alii convertantur, alii non convertantur, 
Lutherani unice penes hominem es se statuant? - Wendelinus scribit, Lu- 
theranos docere quidem, hominem in sui conversione prima habere se mere 
passive, hoc est, ad sui conversionem primam de suo nihil conferre per modum 
principii activi; interim docere eosdem, causam discretionis, cur alii 
convertantur, alii non convertantur, unice penes hominem esse. Postea, citatis 
quibusdam Eccardi verbis, subjungit: ,Hoccine est, ad sui conversionem non 
concurrere? Quid evidentius pro hominis irregeniti synergia dici possit?' Et post 
aliqua interjecta: "Quid amplius Pelagius dicere potuisset? Sed Wendelinus 
mentem nostratium minus candide proponit, eamque studio ambigua locutione 
involvit, ut habeat, quod cavilletur. Primum enim, causam discretionis, cur alii 
convertantur, alii non convertantur, unice penes hominem esse, dicere nostrates 
non solent; sed uno ore dicunt omnes, causam, cur convertantur, quicunque 
convertuntur, non esse penes homines, sed unice peries Deum; causam autem, 
cur non convertantur, qui in impietate perseverant, non penes Deum, sed unice 
penes hominem esse." (Colleg. controversiar. p. 390.) 
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There is the willing and the doing. And this is not opposed to: 1. The outward hearing 
of the word, because the pedagogical acts are quite distinct from conversion itself 
and from wholesome hearing. Nor, 2. Faith, which is by no means our work, but 
God's gift, nor a condition to be fulfilled by us, but something required of God, which 
is conferred by grace through the ordinary means of salvation. Nor, 3. Desire of 
blessedness, because this also is not natural, but supernatural, given by the Holy 
Ghost, and arising from the Word. Nor 4. Not striving against, because even this is a 
gift of the Holy Spirit, who annuls and restrains the striving against, which is of us 
alone, by the proper means of salvation. For not to resist is by no means to have an 
original influence, but only not to hinder the effect of the agent; as both the leper, 
Matt. 8, and Lazarus, John 11, not resisting Christ, was by no means the cause either 
of the miraculous healing or of the resurrection. Also 5. not the prayer and its 
continuation in the agony. For this also the Holy Spirit raiseth up in us, Rom. 8." *) 

Seb. Schmidt writes in 1656: "In the predestined man there is no more a cause 
of predestination than in the rejected; it rather proceeds from the mere divine 
ordinance, which is based on common grace and Christ's merit, in that it excludes by 
its nature every cause on the part of man. "*) 

|. A. Scherz he writes in 1689: "The absence of the 


*) "An doctrina Lutheranorum de electione affinis sit pelagianismo ? Neg., 
quia Deo tribuit omnia, homini nihil, cum ille solus det velle et perficere. Neque 
obstat 1. auditus verbi externus, quia actiones paedagogicae ab ipsa conversione et 
auditu salutari sunt distinctissimae. Neque 2. fides, quae minime nostrum opus, sed 
Dei donum est/ nec conditio a nobis implenda, sed requisitum divinitus, ex gratia 
per media salutis ordinaria collatum. Neque 8. salutas desiderium, quia et illud non 
est naturale, sed supernaturale, a Sp. S. donatum et ex verbo ortum. Nec. 4. non - 
resistentia, quia et haec ipsa Sp, Sancti donum est, resistentiam, quae sola ex nobis 
est, per media salutis ordinaria tollentis et inhibentis; nam 16 non-resistere 
nequaquam est causaliter influere, sed solum agentis operationem non impedire, 
quemadmodum et leprosus Matth. 8. et Lazarus Joh. 11. Christo non resistens 
nequaquam miraculosae vel sanationis vel resuscitationis causa fuit. Neque 5. 
preces, earumque in agone continuatio, nam et illas Sp. S. in nobis excitat,' Rom. 
8." (Vid. Carpzovii Isag. p. 1684. sq.) 

*) ,,In homine praedestinato tam nulla est praedestinationis, quam in reprobo, 
causa; sed ex mera ordinatione divina, universali gratiae et merito Christi innixa, 
procedit, natura sua onnem ex parte hominis causam excludens." (Aphorismi th. p. 
295.) 
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malicious reluctance is a gift of obliging grace. "*) 

D. Hollaz finally writes in 1707: "As the malicious reluctance is opposed either 
to the outward use of the means, or to the inward grace of conversion, so also the 
non-malicious reluctance means either the omission of the reluctance opposed to 
the outward use of the means, or the omission of that opposed to the inward grace 
of conversion. The former is subject to the powers of free will, the latter is owing to 
the divine grace which takes away the stony heart. "* **) 

(To be continued.) 


Some side notes. 


Prof. Stellhorn says at the end of his treatise - Pasquill fit best -: "So then, dear 
Lutheran reader, you have herewith a clear and distinct answer to the question, what 
the present doctrinal controversy about the election of grace is actually about. | have 
given this answer to the best of my knowledge and conscience, covering up or 
twisting nothing with my knowledge and will. The whole and full truth, so far as | 
know it, | have set forth. Perhaps no one is more sorry than | am that one must 
speak in this way if one is to be a faithful servant of Christ and His Church, and to 
confess the truth according to duty and conscience." +) These assurances are given 
to the conscience, repeatedly to the conscience, before the omniscient God and the 
Christian Church. It is therefore no joke. The soul is put in pledge. How else could 
he say, He that saith not as he saith, "knowingly perverteth the truth"? Now - that is 
the question - did the professor really write "to the best of his knowledge and 
conscience," did he "with knowledge and will conceal or pervert nothing," did he 


1) ,,Absentia repugnantiae malitiosae est benficium praevenientis gratiae." 
(Svstem. th. np. 291.) 

f) Almost everything underlined by the writer of this. Prof. St. has underlined single and 
double from our publications of his liking and without indication. 
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"set forth the whole and complete truth"? Just a few examples. 

"What the present doctrinal controversy is really about" is, as they say, known 
to all the world. There are two main points: 1. whether God has chosen in regard to 
faith, and 2. whether a Christian can and ought to be sure of his election. But about 
the second main point of controversy the professor says not a word. His "actually," 
spoken "to the best of our knowledge and conscience," cannot therefore be taken 
"actually, with knowledge and will." A main contention is "concealed," the "whole and 
full truth" not stated. We would like to see the professor also name the "Lutheran 
fathers" who say with him that they do not know whether they are elect. Perhaps then 
spiritual and elective affinity could be recognized. - Professors and pastors here set 
up uncertainty and doubt as a doctrinal proposition, and the poor hearers are then to 
believe and confess likewise. O indescribable misery! 

His answer, of course, as usual, was "plain and clear." Would that he had been 


at Fort Wayne in our Synod, as he seems to have wished, according to the "Lutheran 
Standard," "Perhaps, the vote would not turn out as desired, if the lay-delegates especially 


should hear" (understand: from me) "the other side," etc. Perhaps - he would have sung 
the same song as in Chicago with the learned refrain: Soon take wide very wide and 
again narrow very narrow, as wisdom demands with all severity, - until it would have 
first fallen out of tune and then fallen silent, Perhaps! - In order to clearly "grasp and 
understand" its clarity, one must certainly "possess a particularly clear mind," as the 
first lines of the tract sagely and carefully remind us. And since "some things are 
somewhat difficult for an ordinary Christian," how good, therefore, it is to have people 
who can "set forth clearly and distinctly." 

Let us immediately turn to p. 9, where the professor quotes a few lines from a 
longer letter of Luther. In '"L. and W." p. 240 ff. the dear F. P. *) has aptly shown how 
Luther and Stellhorn stand to each other, if the latter "wanted to report correctly", i.e. 
in his words, if he "wanted to cover up or distort nothing with knowledge and will, to 
present the whole and full truth to the best of his knowledge and conscience". Here 
it may still be remembered: the whole of Luther's letter is damning to Prof. St., not 
even excluding the few words which he quotes, as F. P. has pointed out. May every 
reader, even every Lutheran scholar, take note of this. 


*Since one has such great respect for this in Columbus already now, how will this be the 
case only when his "long education" progresses more towards completion. We live in hope. 
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member of the congregation should carefully read Luther's letter. Prof. St.'s tract, 
which does not want to conceal anything, does not say where it stands. But take a 
look at the "Lutheraner" of 1880, No. 7, page 52. There (3rd column) you will find 
Luther's letter, quoted by Dr. Walther, as proof of the "11th proposition" now also 
recognized by the whole Synod. We believe, teach, and confess that election by 
grace is not the mere divine foreknowledge or foreknowledge of the blessedness of 
the elect, but also a cause of the blessedness of the same and of all that belongs to 
it, and therefore reject and condemn with all our hearts the doctrines of the 
Arminians, Socinians, and all Synergists, which are contrary to it." Now Luther's letter 
is really a strong testimony to this. But Prof. St. conceals all this, and in spite of all, 
calls "Luther to witness" against us, exclaiming, "To God be praise and 
thanksgiving!" In spite of all this he says: "By a gracious providence of God we (St., 
etc.) have at least a very clear utterance from him (Luther), also just on this point, 
that is, only half a year before his blessed end, just for the purpose of teaching us 
about the election of grace." Is this conscientiousness? No, rather an abuse of the 
name of God against the holy 2nd commandment.*) Not Prof. St., but we can say, 
"And" (already) "from this one, quite unambiguous saying (of Luther's) we can know 
with complete certainty on whose side Luther stands." 

But Prof. St. does the same with other passages from Luther and our 
publications. On pages 13 and 14 he adduces from the Synodal Report -of the 
Western District of 1879 p. 33, the words, "The controverted man thinks, If God 
knows | am going to hell, | shall get in, | may do as | please," etc. Instantly Prof. St. 
exclaims, "Is not this frightful?" And then he goes on about the "St. Louiser" 
according to his heart, as only this (with others) can "behave." This is by no means 
"frightful" to him, to pass off for our doctrine the speech of a challenged man who 
"went about with suicidal thoughts." It is by no means frightening to him to omit the 
immediately preceding and following glorious words, that is, to cover them up and 
thereby to twist them "frightfully." But compare about this the "Free Church" p. 84. 
Stellhorn writes further p. 14: "Luther does not say this at all, though it looks like it at 
first sight. For" (Reason!) "Luther speaks first of the knowledge of God and not of a 
decision." Luther, however, speaks first of knowledge, but merely of knowledge? He 
says: "God the Almighty, in the 


*) It is almost believable that St. first got to know this letter from the "Lutheran". 
(Negotiations etc. p. 62.) 
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If he knows all things, and if all works and thoughts in all creatures must be done 
according to his will (juxta decretum voluntatis suae), yet his earnest will and opinion, 
and also command, is determined from eternity to make all men blessed and 
partakers of eternal joy." So the "whole and full truth" is, Luther is "not talking about 
a resolution." On whose side is the "rightly understood Luther"? Consider also how 
many predecessors Prof. St. has already had in concealing and twisting those words, 
and how many rebukes those have already received. Nevertheless, he becomes their 
successor in his tract "for every Lutheran Christian." Yes, he still does so, after he 
himself had already received the necessary rebuke in Chicago. (S. Negotiations p. 
86. 87.) That is, "to the best of his conscience, nothing covered or twisted, the whole 
and full truth set forth"! Then this is probably true of Matt. 4:6? Or how, apart from 
the persons, do the two differ? Unfortunately, we must now believe the assurance of 
Prof. St., given many hundreds of ears ago in Chicago, that to him it was not merely 
a matter of intellect, but also of the heart. Or can it really be invented that the mere 
intellect can exercise such wickedness? Or do his words save him: "so far as | know 
it (the whole and full truth)"? - 

But one tires of further proving this kind of conscientiousness, e. g. on p. 15 
and 16. One only carefully compares the report of 1877 from the words (p. 24) on: 
"The first question," etc., and one will recognize the same honest Prof. St. Compare 
also the report of 1879 p. 37-39 carefully, and the same result will emerge. Also, ask 
yourself seriously about St.'s words, some of which are underlined three times, p. 16: 
who followed when God chose before the foundation of the world? Nonsense! No, 
D. Muus confesses - whether, of course, to the "sweet consolation of all men," each 
may decide for himself - according to the doctrine of the opponents right: the election 


takes place at the last day. Prof. St. has already declared his support in the "Lutheran 


Standard," also D. He in, who "calls faith virtually a cause of election." So now we no 
longer need to prescribe to the professor's "sharpest glasses"; they should only blind 
us anyway, as his example proves. 

The above is probably sufficient for all conscientious "Christians" to perceive 
how Prof. St., by his concealments and distortions, has expressed himself a brand, 
which alone, after true repentance, wipes out the blood of the Son of God! Heartfelt 
exhortations might scarcely be dared, after the truly "paternal," as he himself called 
them, of his old and highly deserving teacher at the Chicago Conference, in such a 
manner as to make even laymen "run ice-cold through the limbs of 
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went", without having felt remorse about it until today, as it seems. His outpouring in 
the Kirchenzeitung against J. H. S., worthy of him, speaks strongly in favour of this. 


Prof. St. accuses us of apostasy, especially since "until recently it certainly 
sounded from almost all the pulpits of our Synodal Conference" (Stellhornian 
doctrine) (p. 11). The professor "certainly" knows more than other people. Certainly, 
there has been much apostasy among us, namely, from uncertainty and doubt, 
reason, and our own strength before conversion. But it is very much to be feared that 
apostasy did not thoroughly come to the professor when he was in the synergistic- 
rationalistic self-decision years ago. But then bad things follow, namely, if instead of 
relying on the purpose of God (Rom. 8:28.) alone, we think also of "our intercession." 
Then, says Spangenberg, "it is called an incursion and accident, from which it can 
easily become again a failure and apostasy, from which nothing becomes." (Fol. 
351a.) 

Prof. St., "the few sayings on the selection of the few persons are in part" (very 
gracious indeed!) "not easily understood." (p. 10.) Again, quite natural. It is a wise 
saying, we mean that one: of the elephant and - lamb. Even a professor should take 
it to heart.*) The professor, since it must be "scientific," first puts up his theorem, then 
behind it the Bible, and behold! the great shadow of his own work falls upon it, - it 
becomes dark, "not easily comprehensible," does not at all want to accept light, does 
not at all want to be comfortable. It must be vexatious. Thus, it is true, the Calvinists 
and others have always done, but one must not "expound" this. It is therefore most 
prudent, in order not to make everyone timid against us (St.), not to enter into a 
refutation of the "few sayings" with the "St. Louisans," who must remain Calvinists; it 
could easily go wrong, and we can do without them if need be, since we have "the 
fathers. - One sees black ice where simple-minded believers (lambs) walk 
confidently and cheerfully in the "holy way," in which "even the foolish may not err." 
(Isa. 35:8.) 

Prof. St. says p. 11: The "St. Louisers" have "published, or at least advertised 
without restriction, books" which are against us. Dreadful crime! Would Columbus be 
guilty of it? Let us make it clear by an example. In 1876 a new book by Tilemann 
Heshusius appeared "unchanged after the edition of 1568": "Ten Sermons on the 
Justification of the Sinner before God." This book was published by the "Lutheran" 
on May 1, 1876, with much 


*Someone said that the saying could also be understood in this way: The lamb swims 
easily and crosses over, but the elephant goes thoroughly and - drowns. 
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beautiful words even warmly recommended. The recommendation thus begins: 
"This book has just been published. It belongs to the many pearls of former times 
that are worthy of being brought out of the dust of the past." Yes, one will say, that 
is no wonder; for in it there is a long section (p. 280-291) "of the eternal verse," which 
fits the "St. Louisans" to the word. On page 285 there is even the "frightful" sentence: 
"The apostle teaches us here (Ephes. 1.) five things concerning the disposition: first, 
that the divine election and disposition is a cause of our conversion, faith, filiation, 
and blessedness; for God hath chosen us to this blessedness, and ordained us to 
filiation; otherwise no man could not have attained to such glory. "*) More. Before 
this Heshusius also says the "frightening" words: "The apostle Paul is not at all 
ashamed to begin his comforting writings to the Ephesians, who had indeed already 
learned the" doctrine of the Gospel of JESUS CHRIST, from this main point of 
eternal providence, and says. Praise be to God," etc. (Cf. also p. 281 ff.) Thus one 
sees "clearly, irrefutably," etc., why the "St. Louisers" have "without reservation 
extolled" such a frightful book. Could the "Lutheran Church Newspaper" of 
Columbus, of which Prof. St. is now a co-editor, have done the same? Answer: The 
same "Kirchenzeitung" of August 1, 1876, also "praised the same book without 
reservation. It says: "Whoever wishes to have a valuable book on this subject will do 
well to acquire this 380-page volume and will certainly have no reason to regret the 
expense." The Professor himself will be able to make the application easily, if he 
reads't what his Tract p. 16 says with so just (?) indignation of the "contradiction 
against our (St.'s) and our fathers’ doctrine." "Now and never" shall we live 
peaceably with them, if they do not first "give up their contradiction." (Ib.) 

Prof. St. speaks p. 11 of only an "unclear teaching of the same (fathers) about 
Sunday." Whether Luther's mighty testimonies, the Small and Large Catechism, the 
Augsburg Confession, and other writings were not yet there at that time? - Let it 
rather be remembered of Luther's prophecies, how long the Gospel would remain 
pure! - 

Prof. St. says p. 12: To the present doctrine of the "St. Louiser", admittedly, all 
kinds of "beginnings and germs" had already appeared earlier. Really nothing more? 
Or does he "cover up" what he "certainly" knows? One suggests 


*Read the whole passage. The "Free Church" also brought another wonderful testimony 
by Heshusius, p. 83. 
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Only "L. u. W." of 1863 (Vol. 9, p. 289-302), where Dr. Walther illuminates a reformed 
licentiate also in this point. York (especially p. 297 ff.) Dr. Walther writes no differently 
than if he had written against our present-day adversaries.*) 

Prof. St. says p. 13: "Looking to the matter and not to the words, they (St. 
Louisans) teach in reality and truth an unconditional election, just like the Calvinists." 
It's outrageous. By the way, this betrays the man. Who gives the overconfident 
professor the right to look away from our words and instead look only at the thing that 
alone haunts certain minds and hearts, and that in spite of all consternation on our 
part? Did God do this in the 8th commandment or in which other scriptural passage? 
And what hinders him, in the "few and in part not easily comprehensible sayings of 
the Word of God concerning the election of the few persons" (p. 10), to look to his 
cause "and not to the words"? In this Prof. St. has especially the Calvinists for his 
predecessors. They look at the thing and not at the words; therefore they see "with 
cow's eyes" in the Lord's Supper only bread, because the thing (Christ's body) is in 
heaven; in baptism they see for the same reason only water, in Christ's person no 
God-man, in Christ's redemption no general one, because it teaches the thing, only 
a few will be saved; in election by grace, since in fact most men are lost, they see 
their reprobation willed by God; in absolution, with all swarming spirits, they see not 
the words, but the thing, but that is a sinful man, who can never forgive sin, &c. etc. 
What then is to become of all words, even of those of Holy Scripture, if one may thus 
"expound to the best (!) of his knowledge and conscience"? 

If Prof. St. p. 12 and 18 could not refrain from pointing out the disagreement of 
the "St. Louisans" even "in essentials" according to his "best conscience," at any rate 
the affectionate desire of the heart, which knows how to "behave" so beautifully, was 
the worthy father of the great thought. Hence also flow the shameful calumnies in the 
Tractate. 

That "this new doctrine of 'St. Louis' is even supposed to be very comforting" 
(p. 17) is blasphemed by the unfortunate man. It does not occur to him to seek the 
reason in himself, which he should do all the more, since all the old fathers and with 
them thousands of believers of the present time cannot praise this comfort enough. 
If he continues to blaspheme a divinely revealed doctrine, God will give him this 
consolation. 


*) At that time, still eager to learn, Prof. St. sat at the feet of Dr. W. in St. Louis. 
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cannot be experienced, but can be recognized without consolation. - Heshusius 
again: "Now as this high doctrine is altogether comforting to those who, according to 
the instruction of prophetic doctrine, use it rightly in the fear of God, so it is also the 
right hammer to the hard, proud heads and presumptuous, stiff-necked saints of 
works, who do not give His glory to the almighty, gracious God. To make us righteous 
and blessed by grace without our merit and works, But to their own powers and works 
ascribe such high work, To wear down and bruise, that they may learn To stoop 
before God, and drop the great haughtiness." (1b. 290 ff.) On page 281 it says: "For 
since the pride of human reason is harder than any rock or anvil can be, this doctrine 
is the right hammer to shatter and crush the hard, proud rock completely, so that it 
may learn how all happiness is only in God's hand. That some have an abhorrence 
of this doctrine is out of sheer lack of understanding." But Heshusius speaks too 
much in a Missourian way, really a little "clearly and distinctly," especially to a 
professor who has long since earned his first spurs with lowa and consorts, with 
Luthardt and all the knights of free will and synergy; we will therefore pause.*) 

So enough. He who has eyes to see will know what to make of Prof. St.'s 
treatise and his assurances. 

A. W. 


(Submitted.) 


Does the Missourian, that is, Lutheran doctrine of election by grace, damage 
or nullify God's general plan of salvation? 


One of the main impulses of our opponents in the present doctrinal controversy 
about the election of grace is that they think that with our doctrine of the election of 
grace the fundamental doctrine of Scripture of a general grace of God, which extends 
over all men, is damaged, even entirely annulled, or rendered worthless. They think 
that if God has chosen a certain number of men out of the fallen human race and 
ordained them to salvation, that they should come to faith, persevere in faith, and 
finally be saved, and if it is taught that only the elect will be truly saved, and that no 
one else will be saved apart from them, then it must necessarily follow that God 
cannot seriously intend that the elect should be saved. 


*) Only let it be remembered that the "Church Newspaper" "praised this book without 
reservation". Indignation! Professor. 
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the others, whom he has not chosen, shall be saved; then the pretence of a general 
plan of salvation on the part of God, and that God desires all men to be saved, and 
that no man should perish, is mere talk without foundation; for no man would be 
saved but the elect. For those who are not chosen, there is indeed no true possibility 
of salvation. This is what Prof. Loy said in the first issue of his "Magazine". From this, 
in the April issue of "Lehre und Wehre," the undersigned quoted the sentence: "We 
cannot accept as a solution" - of the riddle of the election of grace - "the philosophical 
speculation of a special plan of beatification, called the decree of election, which 
determines who shall really and inevitably become blessed, and which is set beside 
the general plan of salvation, so as to render the same practically useless." We have 
replied to this in the same number of "Lehre und Wehre." But Prof. Loy has not yet 
been deprived of the scruple over our doctrine by this. He replies to what we have 
written in his "Magazine," No. Ill, p. 166, and says, among other things: "If, however, 
it is held that God has previously chosen only a select portion of our race, that these 
may believe and be brought to salvation, and that these must be saved, while others 
cannot be saved, then the revealed plan of a general salvation is rendered useless. 
What use can there be in teaching that grace is also offered to others, and though 
sufficient grace to effect their blessedness, when at the same time it is taught that 
there is a secret decree of God which restricts the effect of it to the elect, and so 
makes the blessedness of these others impossible?" "Old and New" II, p. 94 writes: 
"The consequence of this" - of the Missourian doctrine of election by grace - "is now 
that on the one hand the elect must be blessed, while the non-elect must remain in 
their death and resistance, and thus in their ruin and damnation. (?) Only God's 
particular electing mercy can really help someone to become blessed, and from this 
all the non-elect were actually excluded, thus also from the true possibility of 
becoming blessed." 

| am not sure that | have been able to do this, but | am not sure that | have 
been able to do this, because | have not been able to do this. Reason cannot judge 
otherwise according to its own principles. If it follows its own principles, it says: If the 
reason for a man's salvation lies in God alone, it follows that if a man is not saved, it 
is because God did not want to save him and did not grant him salvation. If there be 
a hundred starving beggars in the court of a rich man, and the reason of their being 
kept alive is in- 
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If the rich man's behavior is the only reason, and if most of the poor perish, it 
necessarily follows that the rich man did not want to preserve them. So also here. If 
our salvation rests solely with God, and yet many men perish, it is because God did 
not wish to help them. This is the judgment of reason. And Calvin carried out this 
principle with ruthless consistency in his doctrine of the election of grace, teaching 
that God did not intend to save those who perish; he has already destined them to 
damnation for eternity. Such thoughts were too terrible for the Pelagians; but they 
went to the other extreme. They said that God had chosen a certain number of men, 
because God had foreseen that they would accept the grace offered, and by their 
conduct make themselves worthy of the grace offered; just as it was that the others 
were not chosen, because God had foreseen that they would not show themselves 
worthy of the grace offered, they would decide against the grace offered. The 
synergists brought the same doctrine back on the track, only in a somewhat higher 
dilution. 


As far as we Missourians are concerned, we follow the Scriptures. The scripture 
teaches that God chose a holy church before the foundation of the world was laid, 
Eph. 1, 4. The scripture says that the elect are ordained to adoption, Eph. 1, 5. 8, 28; 
they are vessels of mercy, whom God prepared beforehand (basic text) for glory, 
Rom. 9, 23. Of such elect it is said, they believed, as many of them were ordained to 
eternal life, Aet. 13, 48. 13, 48. they are those whom he provided before, Rom. 8, 29. 
they are people whose names are written in the book of life, Dan. 12, 1. Luc. 10, 20. 
revelation Joh. 20, 15.; to whom the kingdom is prepared from the foundation of the 
world, Match. 25, 34. and the like. - Our Concordia formula says of them: "The eternal 
election of God does not come to the pious or the wicked, but only to the children of 
God, who were chosen and ordained to eternal life before the foundation of the 
world was laid, as Paul says in Eph. 1:4, 5: "He hath chosen us in Christ, and hath 
ordained us to adoption." The Concordia formula says that election is a cause, so 
that it creates, works, helps, and promotes our blessedness and all that belongs to it. 
It teaches, "And in such his counsel, purpose, and ordinance, God hath not only 
prepared salvation in general, but hath also providentially chosen all and every 
person of the elect, who shall be saved through Christ, unto salvation, and hath 
also ordained that he would bring them ... by his grace ... unto it." She says, "For 
before the time of the world, before we were, yea, before the foundation of the world 
was laid, when we could do no good, we are 
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according to God's purpose, by grace chosen in Christ unto salvation, Rom. 9:11, 2 
Tim. 1:9." Further, "God also knoweth without a doubt, and hath appointed unto every 
man the time and hour of his calling and conversion." And to cite only this passage: 
"Wherefore it is false and unjust to teach, that not only the mercy of God, and the 
most holy merit of Christ, but also in us, is a cause of God's election, for which God 
hath chosen us unto eternal life." 

On the basis of these and similar passages of Scripture and symbols, however, 
we Missourians now teach an election of grace to faith, perseverance in the faith, 
and eternal blessedness. Or, to speak in the words of the theses now expressly 
approved and adopted by the Missouri Synod, in the 10th Thesis. Thesis: "We 
believe, teach, and confess, that the cause which moved God to choose the elect, 
was his grace and merit of JEsu Christ alone, and not any good thing foreknown by 
God in the elect, even faith foreknown in the same, and therefore reject and condemn 
the doctrines of the Pelagians, and Semipelagians, and Synergists, contrary to this 
doctrine, as blasphemous, horrible heresies, overthrowing the Gospel, and 
consequently the whole Christian religion." 

This doctrine, it is now asserted, cannot be right, because thereby the general 
plan of God's salvation is damaged, nay, entirely annulled. We cannot admit this. We 
have already given the summa of our reasons for this in the April issue of "Lehre und 
Wehre". We may be permitted to set them forth a little more clearly and at greater 
length. Prof. Loy asks us to examine his reasons carefully. We can assure him that 
this has been done. But we now also ask you to examine the reasons we give a little 
more closely and without prejudice. 

We cannot admit that by our doctrine God's general plan of salvation is 
damaged, rendered useless, or even abolished, because this doctrine of God's 
general plan of salvation has also been clearly revealed to us by God in the Holy 
Scriptures. The same God who gave us the doctrine of the election of grace has also 
given us the doctrine of the general grace of God in Christ Jesus; in the same 
Scripture in which the doctrine of the election of grace is revealed to us, the doctrine 
of the general grace of God in Christ is also revealed to us. The same Scripture that 
enjoined us to believe the doctrine of election by grace, the same Scripture also 
teaches us that God wills that all men be saved. It says in 1 Tim. 2:4, "God wills that 
all men be saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth." 
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God does not want even one person to perish, for He swears by Ezek. 33:11: "As 
surely as | live, saith the Lord GOD, | have no pleasure in the death of the wicked: 
but that the wicked turn from his way, and live. All the holy Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testaments point us to Christ as the Savior of all men. God himself cries from 
heaven to all men, "This is my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased; him shall ye 
hear." He also bore the sins of all men, and perfectly redeemed all men. When he 
cried out on the trunk of the cross, "It is finished," the redemption of all men was truly 
accomplished. Hence it is said in 1 John 2:2, "And he is the propitiation for our sins, 
and not for ours only, but also for the whole world." To these benefits, which Christ 
has purchased for all men, all men are also most kindly invited: Come, all things are 
ready; and Christ himself cries to all poor sinners, Matt. 11:28: "Come unto me, all ye 
that labour and are heavy laden, and | will refresh you." For this purpose Christ 
instituted the office of the keys, by which, in the holy absolution, he assures to all 
those, even individually for their persons, the forgiveness of sins and his grace, who 
come to him in true repentance and faith. And in the holy sacraments he also seals 
and confirms to every one who comes to him in true faith all that is assured him in the 
Gospel, and which he has received in faith. - We therefore believe this doctrine as 
firmly as the doctrine of election by grace. Indeed, because this doctrine by its nature 
and order must everywhere precede it, this doctrine of the universal grace of God in 
Christ Jesus, that God wills to make all men blessed through faith in Christ, is also 
with us the first and the last in our preaching, in our teaching and instruction, and in 
our comforting. And when we preach the doctrine of the election of grace to our 
churches, the doctrine of the common grace of God is always included, without which 
the doctrine of the election of grace cannot be rightly understood, without which it 
cannot be fully presented, much less rightly used. For God only makes his elect 
blessed in the way in which he wants to make all men blessed, and in no other way. 
In short, we follow here the Concordiaformet, which writes: "Wherefore, if one would 
think or speak rightly and with fruit of eternal election, or of the predestination and 
ordinance of the children of God unto eternal life, let it be accustomed that he 
speculate not of the mere, secret, hidden, inscrutable providence of God, but how the 
counsel, purpose, and ordinance of God, in Christ JEsu, who is the right true book of 
life, is revealed to us by the word: namely, that the whole doctrine of the purpose, 
counsel, will, and ordinance of God, concerning our 
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Salvation, calling, righteousness and salvation, as Paul acts and explains this article, 
Rom. 8, 29. 30. Ephes. 1, 4. 5. as also Christ in the parable Matth. 22, 1 to 14." And 
further on it is said, "All these things, according to the Scriptures, are comprehended 
in the doctrine of God's eternal election to filiation and eternal blessedness, are also 
to be understood under it, and are never to be excluded nor omitted, when speaking 
of the purpose, providence, election, and ordinance of God to blessedness. And if 
therefore, according to the Scriptures, the thoughts of this article be apprehended, 
by the grace of God they may be plainly judged of it." 

It is true that the doctrine of common grace seems to contradict the noble 
doctrine of election by grace. But there is no true contradiction. This doctrine, 
therefore, is of the same nature as other doctrines of Scripture which seem to 
contradict each other. For example, the doctrine of the body of Christ. The Scriptures 
tell us that Christ had a true human body. According to the laws of reason, a true 
body can only be present in one place at one and the same time. And yet the same 
Scripture which teaches us that Christ has a true human body, tells us that Christ's 
body is present in Holy Communion, also in many places at the same time. So even 
if the Holy Communion is celebrated in countless places all over the earth, and 
millions of people receive it, the same true body of Jesus Christ is present 
everywhere, and is shared fully and truly with each individual communicant. So this 
also seems to contradict itself: Christ has a true human body, which according to the 
laws of nature can only be present in one and the same place at one and the same 
time, and yet the same body in Holy Communion is also said to be present in 
innumerable places at one and the same time. This is taught in plain words in the 
holy Scriptures. And so there are still many doctrines in the Scriptures in which a 
contradiction seems to take place. But there we judge thus. If the Scriptures reveal 
to us two doctrines that seem to contradict each other, we accept them both, because 
we know that in reality there are no contradictions in God's Word. And this we shall 
one day see also in heaven, where all things will become clear to us. We shall see 
that what appeared to us here in God's Word to be a contradiction was not a 
contradiction after all; we shall see how all the teachings of the holy Scriptures, even 
those which seemed to us here to contradict one another, were in perfect harmony 
with one another. So it is now with the doctrine of election by grace, and with the 
doctrine of the common grace of God. Both doctrines are found in Scripture. We 
believe both doctrines, the one as firmly as the other. 

The second reason we can't admit that through our 
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The reason why the doctrine of electing by grace damages or even completely 
abolishes God's general plan of salvation is that, even according to our doctrine, a 
true possibility of salvation remains for all men. We already wrote in the April issue of 
"Lehre und Wehre": "We also do not teach that God does not offer in Word and 
Sacrament sufficient, fully sufficient grace for the attainment of blessedness to those 
who are not chosen and therefore do not become blessed. Nay, we rather teach, God 
would gladly help these also; he also offers them in Word and Sacrament all that is 
necessary for the attainment of salvation." Prof. Loy, on the other hand, says, I. c. p. 
164: "If a few favored ones are thus singled out for salvation, after God has made the 
irrevocable resolution that these shall be saved, while the others are not included in 
this resolution, what will be the meaning of such words, which say that God 
nevertheless offers to the others also a sufficient grace for salvation? . . . If there is 
still an efficacious power in the Word and Sacraments, it is such an efficacious power 
as cannot work in these persons, precisely by virtue of the decree of God, which 
irrevocably decrees that the chosen few shall be brought to faith and blessedness. 
What then, under such circumstances, must inevitably become of the rest of the 
flock? It is easy to see: God has not purposed to make them blessed. He only makes 
blessed those who are included in his gracious purpose." 

Now this is quite certain: as long as a man is once recognized in the infallible 
omniscience of God either as an elect or as a rejected one, no change can be effected 
there. This also is quite certain: the elect are chosen to believe, they come to faith, 
persevere in faith, and when they fall, they repent again and are certainly saved by 
faith; all others are not saved. If | regard the elect as the elect, and the non-elect as 
the non-elect, and imagine them both as such, | must say: there can be no more 
change, there is no more hope for the non-elect. In this case the non-elect is already 
excluded from blessedness by virtue of the term, for among the non-elect | imagine 
men who will not be blessed. But our question is not at all about whether a non-elect 
person as such can become an elect person, that is not possible, that goes without 
saying* but about whether our doctrine of the election of grace cuts off or stunts 
salvation for me or for any person in the world as long as the time of grace lasts, 
whether even one person in this world has cause to despair because of the doctrine 
of the election of grace? Who shall and can know this 


the general salvation promise of God damaged or annulled? 319 


Decide question? Reason?! - Our opponents let reason decide here. They say: If 
God has chosen only a small number of men, and decided that they should come to 
faith and be saved, and if it is taught that only the elect will be saved, and not the rest, 
it must necessarily follow that God does not seriously mean to save all men. But "we 
ought not to judge of this with our reason," says the Concordia formula. If this were 
true, almost all the doctrines of Scripture could be overthrown. Then, in the end, the 
Unitarians would be right, who conclude thus: There is only One God, therefore God 
cannot be Triune; or the Trities would be right, who say: There are three Persons, 
therefore God is not one in essence. Then we could not defend ourselves against the 
Zwinglians, who say that Christ has a true body, therefore He cannot be in Holy 
Communion. Then we would have to fall silent before the rationalists who say: God 
has given us reason as a light and wants us to follow it, therefore we do not want to 
believe anything that does not agree with our reason. Yes (salva venia, it is not meant 
to be a malicious allusion), then this would not be so all bad either: Should God have 
said, you shall not eat of all kinds of trees in the garden? If God has permitted to eat 
of all the trees of the garden, He will not except the One Tree. We say therefore, No, 
now and never must reason wish to decide here. Now and never may it want to decide 
from itself, from its own principles, and, what is more, against clear Scripture. Here 
God's Word alone should and can decide. But what does Scripture tell us in answer 
to our question? The Scriptures tell us that those who are lost are themselves guilty 
of their own destruction. The Scripture tells us Court. 13:9: "Israel, thou bringest 
thyself to ruin: for thy salvation standeth with me alone." Matth. 23, 37.: "Jerusalem, 
Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets, and stonest them that are sent unto thee, 
how often have | desired to gather thy children together, as a hen gathereth her 
chickens under her wings, and ye would not." And Luc. 7:30. it is said, "But the 
Pharisees despised God's counsel Against themselves, and would not be baptized 
of him." And Act. 13, 46. Paul says to the rebellious Jews, "The word of God had first 
to be spoken unto you: but now ye cast it from you, and consider yourselves not 
worthy of eternal life, behold, we turn unto the Gentiles." And Christ says, Matt. 10:14, 
15: "And if any man will not receive you, nor hear your sayings, come out of that 
house or city, and shake off the dust of your feet. Verily | say unto you, that the land 
of Sodom and Gomorr will be more tolerable in the last judgment, than such a city." 
The Scriptures tell us that Christ invites all men to Himself, Matt. 11:28. He 
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preach the gospel to every creature, and promised, "He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved." All this is also confirmed by our Concordia Formula, when 
it says: "Therefore, if any man desire to be saved, let him not trouble himself, or be 
troubled with thoughts of the secret counsel of God, whether he be chosen and 
ordained unto eternal life; lest Satan, being troubled, should tempt and vex pious 
hearts, But let them hear Christ, which is the book of life, and the eternal election of 
God unto life eternal to all the children of God, which testifieth unto all men without 
distinction, that God wills all men to come unto him, burdened and sore laden with 
sins, that they may be refreshed and saved."*) 

The third reason why we cannot admit that by this doctrine of election by grace 
God's general plan of salvation is damaged or even abrogated is this: because the 
gospel of Christ Jesus as a revelation of election forbids us to understand election 
as if God did not seriously want all men to be saved, as if God wanted even one 
man to be lost. The gospel is a revelation of election. Eph. 1:9, 10: "And hath made 
known unto us the mystery of his will, according to his good pleasure, and hath 
brought it forth by him to be preached, when the fulness of the time was come." What 
is this mystery of God's will that has been revealed to us in time? It is the counsel of 
God's love, which God made in eternity concerning the happiness of his children, a 
counsel of God's love, which therefore also comprehends in itself the election of 
God's children. This counsel of love was a secret, of which no angel, much less man, 
could have known anything, if God had not revealed it. And of this the apostle says, 
that God hath revealed this mystery unto us, and hath taken care that it should be 
preached unto us in the gospel. The gospel, then, is a revelation of the eternal 
election of God. In the gospel God tells us what counsel he has kept over us men 
for eternity, and what he has decreed for us, namely, that he has had thoughts of 
peace over us, and that he has decreed to save us from our misery of sin and to 
make us eternally blessed. Hence it is said in Jer. 31:3, "The Lord hath appeared 
unto me afar off, saying, | have loved thee evermore; therefore out of my goodness 
have | drawn thee unto me." Rambach says of this passage, "From afar’ (from 
eternity ...) 'Jehovah™ 


*) By the way, our opponents have quite the same difficulty in this doctrine, if they still 
believe in an infallible divine foreknowledge of those who will be saved and those who will not. 
For this also is incompatible with reason, as with the doctrine of human freedom (that is, 
unconstraint), so with the doctrine that according to God's will all men ought to and can be saved. 
D.R. 
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(The Father) 'has appeared to me - the Messiah -', (in order to hold counsel with me 
about the salvation of the Israelites). Therefore," (according to that counsel) "I have 
loved you with an everlasting love. (O Zion) "therefore have | drawn thee’ (in time) 
"py grace." The Gospel is thus a torch shining into dark eternity, that we may see 
what God has done there for us; namely, He has been engaged in the plan of love 
for the blessedness of us all. Just as in this passage the apostle also speaks of this 
matter, 2 Tim. 1:9, 10, where it is said, "Who hath saved us, and called us with an 
holy calling, not according to our works, but according to his purpose and grace, 
which was given us in Christ Jesus before the world began, but is now made 
manifest by the appearing of our Saviour Jesus Christ, who hath taken away the 
power of death, and hath brought life and incorruption to light through the gospel." 
According to this God hath called us according to his eternal purpose and grace, 
which was given us in Christ before the foundation of the world, when we were called 
before the foundation of the world. But this is now revealed to us in the gospel. 
Accordingly, the gospel is also the means by which God has revealed to us his 
eternal election. But what does the gospel teach us concerning our eternal 
salvation? It teaches us John 3:16: "God so loved the world, that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life." It teaches us that God wants all men to hear Christ, but he does not 
want to cast out anyone who comes to him. - It is true that the gospel does not solve 
all the riddles of the election of grace; it does not tell us everything that God has 
thought and intended in it. Much still remains obscure to us until that life. Even the 
holy apostle Paul, full of holy wonder, exclaims: "O what a depth of riches, both of 
wisdom and of the knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are his judgments, 
and his ways unsearchable! For who hath known the mind of the LORD, or who hath 
been his counsellor? Or who hath given him aught before, that he should be 
recompensed?" But so much is revealed to us in the Gospel of election as we need 
to know for our salvation. The Formula of Concord, therefore, says: "But a distinction 
must be made with special diligence between that which is expressly revealed to us 
in the Word of God, and that which is not revealed. For above that which has hitherto 
been spoken of, which has been revealed in Christ, God has kept secret and 
concealed much of this mystery, and has reserved it to his wisdom and knowledge 
alone, which we are not to inquire into, nor are we to follow, conclude, or ponder 
with our thoughts, but are to keep to the revealed word: which remembrance is most 
necessary." This much is revealed to us quite irrefutably, that we are not to 
understand God's choice as if God did not want all men to be helped, as if he wanted 
any man to be helped. 
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be lost. For in the gospel, wherein he reveals his election to us, he tells us the 
opposite. How then may a man take the liberty of contradicting him, and say, Dear 
God, thou sayest in the doctrine of the election of grace, that thou hast chosen a 
certain number of men for ever, and hast determined to bring them to faith, and to 
make them eternally blessed; therefore thou canst not will that other men also be 
saved. Who art thou that speakest thus against God? What knowest thou with thy 
reason of such things? Hast thou been the counselor of God? Hearest thou not that 
God hath revealed unto thee his will in his gospel, according to which thou shalt not 
understand his choice as if he would not that all men should be saved? Do you not 
hear that he does not want you to understand his choice in such a way that it 
overturns his gospel: "God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son, 
that whoever believes in him should not perish but have eternal life"? - If thou hast 
hereafter been brought to faith, beware lest thou ascribe to thyself and to thy 
worthiness the fact that thou hast come to it; thou shalt humbly acknowledge that | 
have this by election of grace, that | have this to thank to the infinite love and mercy 
of God. And you who have not yet come to faith, learn from this that the Lord Jesus 
Christ does not cast out anyone who comes to him. But seek your salvation only 
where it is to be found. It does not depend on anyone's will and running, but only on 
God's mercy. Therefore seek it in this mercy, in the grace of God, and you will surely 
find it, whoever you may be. So also our dear Concordia teaches; it says we are to 
be accustomed "not to speculate of the mere, secret, hidden, inscrutable providence 
of God, but how the counsel, will, and ordinance of God in Christ JEsu, who is the 
right true book of life, is revealed to us by the word." And, "Inasmuch as the mystery 
of providence is revealed unto us in the word of God, and if we abide in it, and keep 
it, it is indeed a useful, wholesome, comforting doctrine." 

These are the main reasons why we cannot admit that by our doctrine of 
election by grace God's general plan of salvation is damaged, rendered useless, or 
even annulled, or that even one man's salvation in Christ is thereby stunted. We may 
appear to unbelievers, and even to our opponents, to be most inconsistent, foolish, 
and even imbecile, in the exposition of these reasons. Our consciences are captive 
to these reasons with God's Word. We go with God's word; so far as God's word 
goes, we go also; calls God's word to us: Halt! to us, we stop and go no further. May 
we seem foolish because of it. We know that this is a blessed foolishness, a 
foolishness, when the apostle Paul writes 1 Cor. 1:21: "Forasmuch then as the world 
by its wisdom knoweth God in His 
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Not knowing wisdom, it pleased God by foolish preaching to save them that believe." 

Finally, with regard to what Prof. Loy says about Prof. Dr. Walther, we would 
like to reply briefly as follows: 1. Prof. Loy readily admits the truth of Prof. Dr. 
Walther's statement, which Prof. Dr. Walther is said to have made before many 
witnesses, as reported by Prof. Loy: "that while many years ago he held firmly to the 
doctrine which he now teaches and defends, he had not previously pushed it strongly 
(inculcate). Loy reports, before many witnesses: "that while many years ago he 
already held firmly the doctrine which he now teaches and defends, he did not 
formerly strongly inculcate and interpret it, but only lightly touched it, and thus paved 
the way for its later introduction and interpretation." This is sufficient for us. Prof. Dr. 
Walther, then, according to this, had the doctrine before, and also taught it, only with 
all caution and modesty. So no "new departure" has taken place with him in more 
recent times. 2. We can also assure Prof. Loy that this "light touch" of this teaching 
has had a very strong effect on us. We think that when a professor, in his lectures 
on a compendium, dictates notes by which a doctrine, a doctrinal trope, etc. is 
corrected, such dictations attract much more attention and have much more effect 
than if their content had been communicated without such an inducement. If they are 
of such a nature as those which we have communicated to you from Prof. Dr. 
Walther, they are semina which, when they fall on good soil, germinate inexorably, 
sprout and bear fruit. 3. 3 Prof. Dr. Walther also spoke quite extensively and clearly 
about this doctrine in 1863 in "Lehre und Wehre" (October issue, p. 289 ff.). J. 
A. Higli. 
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In No. 3 of the "Columbus Theological Magazine", Prof. Schiitte of Columbus 
responded to our article in the May issue of "Lehre und Wehre", which was directed 
against him, with an "open letter" addressed to us. Unfortunately, this letter 
completely lacks the objectivity that must be demanded of a Lutheran theologian in 
such a serious and momentous matter as a public doctrinal dispute. Prof. Schiitte 
has forgotten himself to such an extent that he has not only allowed himself to be 
carried away by crude jokes and lazy jokes about our own person, but also by 
completely unmotivated, partly malicious outbursts against the persons of our local 
predecessors and fellow combatants, and even against our entire Synod. It is a very 
annoying thing to have to deal with men who are not ashamed of such polemics. 
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have to. Our readers need not fear, of course, that we will repay like with like and 
engage with Prof. Schitte in an exchange of frivolous, silly jokes. We are fighting for 
a doctrine of the divine Word that is bitterly opposed, and we are aware, for our own 
part, through God's grace, that we as Christians and theologians are obligated to 
proceed with holy seriousness. If we are compelled to use even the nominal enchus, 
this may and should be done only in the fear of God and with spiritual weapons. We 
repeat our conviction that from our side the written discussion of the disputed 
doctrine must and will soon be broken off, if our opponents do not strike a different 
tone in their polemics.) -We therefore completely ignore Prof. Schitte's personal 
attacks on us and our fathers and brothers. 

Nevertheless, we feel compelled to subject his "Open Letter" to public criticism. 
We do not expect that this will convince Prof. Schutte of the groundlessness of his 
accusations against us and our teaching. It seems as if he and his friends lack the 
necessary calm and sobriety at present to be able to "examine" our arguments. God 
only grant that the time of a thorough disillusionment through their own fault may not 
entirely fail to come. But we believe we owe it to our readers not to leave Prof. 
Schitte's expositions entirely unheeded. Silence on our part could be interpreted by 
our opponents as if we were mortally wounded by the projectiles hurled at us from a 
high horse, and as if we had not responded to the accusations, some of them 
serious, that have been made against us. 


*Our opponents, however, like to claim that we first became personal in our polemics. They 
know, or should know, that this is simply not true. What have our opponents done from the 
beginning almost in every number of their journals? They have not only blasphemed our 
doctrine, but have also poured ridicule and scorn on its representatives. They have not hesitated 
to accuse Prof. Walther, who has grown old and gray in the service of the church, of apostasy, 
and even to declare him unequivocally to be a spiritual tyrant, whose commandments and 
decrees the Missourian pastors must blindly follow. This was done by men, some of whom are 
more than thirty years younger than Walther, who is almost seventy years old. Now, however, 
since some of our own have gone on the attack in apologetic-polemical articles even against 
such opponents who are perhaps two decades older than they are, and have used a serious but 


modest and polite style of writing, our opponents stand quite indignant and complain that "even 
the youngest and most untried among them (the St. Louis men)" have stood up against men 


“that have grown gray in the service of the Lord!" One really does not know what to say to the 


fact that the latter words have flowed from the pen of a man who has only been a professor of 
theology for a few months, and is himself either no older, or at most only a few years older, than 
"the young and untried men" he wishes to knight! 
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must be silenced. But this, thank God, is not the case, and in order to prove it, we 
take the liberty of making the following remarks. 

Before Prof. Schiitte comes to the actual matter in his "Open Letter," he makes 
some preliminary remarks which he asks us to consider. First, he is very displeased 
that in our article we had repeatedly expressed the hope that he had falsified our 
affirmatives in the doctrine of election by grace "out of ignorance." He therefore 
exhorts us not to fall "into the wicked habit" of "doctrine and woe," "which seems to 
suppose that every dissent from their sayings of power (from its 'we say so') must be 
an effluence either of ignorance or of malice." When "Doctrine and Wehre" ever did 
power-sayings, and when it declared dissent from these alleged power-sayings to 
be an "outflow either of ignorance or of malice," he admittedly does not say, simply, of 
course, because neither he nor any other man knows. In brazen assertions Prof. 
Schutte is really great. But what does this foolish talk have to do with the matter at 
issue between us? We had asserted and proved that Prof. Schutte had falsified our 
affirmatives, and we assumed in all love and kindness that he had done so only out 
of ignorance, because he had learned our doctrine chiefly from the 
misinterpretations which "Old and New" had been eager to supply from the 
beginning. And we are still convinced today that it would never have occurred to any 
of the gentlemen of Columbus to octroi us Calvinistic heresies, if "Old and New" had 
not begun to do so and had not thrown individual passages from our earlier 
publications onto the market as alleged proofs of our apostasy from the pure 
doctrine. These passages have also been eagerly seized upon in Columbus, and 
from them they have constructed that which, according to the will of our opponents, 
is to be our doctrine of the election of grace. They have thereby committed a grave 
injustice; for besides those few misunderstandable ones, there are hundreds of 
passages in our publications in which the necessary correction has already been 
supplied, and which sharply and clearly set forth the actual essential points of our 
doctrine of the election of grace, in accordance with Scripture and symbol. That we, 
moreover, have long since publicly corrected the misunderstandable earlier 
statements, has also been completely ignored in Columbus; they stick to the old 
accusations, accuse us of the most atrocious heresies, mutilate for this purpose, as 
Prof. Stellhorn's tract, among others, proves, citations from our publications in the 
most irresponsible manner, and stamp us as heretics, enthusiasts, and zealots. If 
we now assume, after love, that Prof. Schitte has fallen into this sin out of ignorance, 
that he has not examined for himself without prejudice, but- 
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If a man, who has not written anything unseen, has put into circulation what is "old 
and new" against our doctrine of the election of grace, he comes and speaks quite 
indignantly of "doctrine and defence" and of their power slogans, talks of the fallibility 
of this journal of ours and of the possible stylistic and logical defects of it! That is 
what a petd-taotc e1¢ d/o yévoc sees! 

for the sake of misleading the reader as much as one egg is similar to another. Prof. 
Schutte should at least have made the attempt to prove from the whole of our 
publications that we really teach the Calvinistic monstrosities which he charges us 
with; then, of course, we would in future have spoken neither of "ignorance" nor of 
"rewriting" in regard to his person. But as it is, it is his own fault that it remains the 
same for the time being. 

Prof. Schutte, on the other hand, is even more displeased that we have 
defended Prof. Walther against his attacks in our article. He even fears that we are 
about to become "morally weak and mentally dull". He is still firmly convinced that Prof. 
Walther, by his formulation of the Status Controversiae, namely the affirmative of our 


opponents, has exceeded "the limits of common equity". In support of this conviction, 
however, he has nothing to offer but the assertion that it is not our task to prescribe 
rules for our opponents in this matter. Only they themselves have the right to 
determine their affirmatives. We cannot quite figure out how Prof. Schutte actually 
sees the matter. Does he think that Prof. Walther would have had to travel to 
Columbus or Madison in order to have a friendly tete a tete with our opponents in 
order to fix the status controversiae? Or how does he think of the modus procedendi? 
We think the matter is very clear and simple. Prof. Schiitte himself admits that our 
opponents have really made use of the expressions with which Prof. Walther has 
described their doctrine in contrast to ours, yes, he emphatically emphasizes: "that 
we - Prof. Schiitte and his friends - in good faith do accept and will defend each and every 
expression you - Prof. Walther and our few - quote as having been used by us. " *) Our 
opponents, then, according to Prof. Schitte's own repeated confession, really teach 
that faith is "an indispensable prerequisite to man's election; a man’s election depends upon 
his faith; faith is a normative factor in the decree of election; election takes place intuitu fidei, 
in consequence of, or on the ground of, foreseen faith, or of the foreseen conduct of man." 7) 
Thus, after all, we have the irrefutable- 


*) "We accept and defend in good faith all and every expression which you, as having been 
used by us, have cited." 
t) "Faith is an unavoidably necessary prerequisite to choice; a man's choice depends on 


his faith; choice takes place intuitu 
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speaking right to call this the affirmative of our opponents: "Election of grace flows 
from foreseen faith; it rests also on the conduct *) of man foreseen by God." What 
sense our opponents connect with these terminis of theirs in their hearts, we do not 
know; we are not heart-counselors. But it is more than probable that, perhaps without 
knowing it themselves exactly, the synergism (pronounced by some of those words) 
is also in their hearts, which prevents them from giving glory to the truth testified to 
them. Otherwise we cannot explain why our opponents argue so vehemently against 
our doctrine that election is a cause of the persevering faith of the children of God, 
why they revile and heresy it, and even, like Prof. Schiitte, call it an "abominable 


doctrine". It seems to us impossible that any one who is orthodox in the doctrine of 
conversion should act and speak thus. And if now our opponents, to designate their 
doctrine, make use of such expressions as have been proved to have been used and 
defended by deciduous Semipelagians and Synergists, we have the fullest right, 
without thereby violating the eighth commandment in any way, to entertain the 
suspicion and, from the doctrine of conversion, to use it as an excuse, that synergistic 
leaven is still in their hearts, and in this well-founded suspicion we must be 
strengthened by the fact that modern German theology, which is thoroughly imbued 
with synergism, applauds our opponents. ft) If, therefore, Prof. Schutte proves that 
he is entirely correct in the doctrine of free will and conversion, we shall formulate 
our negatives to him differently. But let him not feed us with general phrases. We 
want to know whether he fully recognizes the unfathomable mystery of conversion 
and preservation, that God has enlightened us with the gift of beatific faith before 
many other sinners lying in the same ruin, and has preserved us in it until this very 
hour, and whether he humbly believes it in spite of his blind reason. If he does this 
without any dodges and cramming, he must, like us, throw away and condemn most 
of those synergistic sayings with disgust; indeed, he must finally acknowledge the 
scriptural validity of our doctrine of the election of grace without hesitation. Hic 
Rhodus, his salta! 


But Prof. Schitte says that he wants to defend those terms "only in the sense 
and in the connection" in which "we or 


fidel, in consequence of, or on account of, the foreseen faith or performance of man." 


*) Prof. Schutte had still "protested" against the expression "behavior" in No. 2 of the 


"Magazine"; now he also writes it on his flag. 
t) For example, Luthardt in Leipzig and Zéckler in Greifswald. 
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our dogmatists needed them." Fine. In the sense and in the connection in which our 
opponents use them, we reject them, and that for the reasons given above. But 
whether our opponents connect with them the sense in which our dogmatists have 
made use of them is the great question. So far they have not proved it, however often 
they have used the word "great dogmatists," "great theologians," in their mouths. 
Between them and our dogmatists there is just the enormous difference, that the 
latter, in the first place, are far from making even the foreseen "conduct" of man the 


prerequisite of election, *) that, in the second place, they have themselves corrected 
and actually retracted their other erroneous statements, and that, in the third place, 
they do not contend, as our opponents do, against the truth attested to them, but 
always against the Calvinistic and Huberian heresy. It is, therefore, a simple petitio 
principii when our Columbus opponents assert the identity of their doctrine and that 
of our dogmatists to excess, without proving it. Ab affirmando ad esse non valet 


consequentia. Let Prof. Schiitte, then, set about proving that he teaches exactly as our 
"great theologians," and do not forget to note whether he holds with the Tibingeners 
or with the Jenensers; if he succeeds in proving this from the "trades and books," he 
may be convinced that we shall not teach and speak differently of the election of 
grace from our confession, but that we shall then immediately take a different position 
toward him and his doctrine. So out with the proof! - 

So much for the preliminaries. Now Prof. Schutte asks us to turn our attention 
to "more serious matters." He has in view the threefold falsification of our affirmatives, 
of which we had accused him in our article. Unfortunately, however, he not only fails 
to recognize his wrong. 


*) It is not unknown to us, however, that some of our dogmatists use a word akin to the 
German "Verhalten" when they speak of the election of grace. Quenstedt (Th. did.-pol. P. III. 
s. 2. s. 1. th. 16.), e. g., says: "Non tamen objectum praedestinationis sunt homines lapsi 
quomodocunque se habentes" - "however they behave," or rather: "however they may be 
constituted. And indeed only "the pious and well-pleasing children of God" are the object of 
predestination, not such men as wallow in all vices, the ungodly and hypocrites. But Quenstedt 
does not go on to say, "the object of election are those who behave piously or faithfully," but he 
designates as such those "quos praevidit Deus per efficaciam Spiritus Sancti in Filium credituros, 


etc." As soon, therefore, as he declares positively about the object of election, he avoids the 
expression se habere. For the rest, it is also true here: Si duo dicunt idem, non semper est 
idem. Our dogmatists would be horrified if they saw what abuse our opponents commit with their 


inverted terminis! 
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but he even defends the same, even hurls the accusation of falsification back at us. 
So let our readers examine and decide. 

In what does our first alleged forgery consist? In short, in the fact that we have 
quoted from Prof. Schiitte's article only those words in which he expresses what, 
according to the will of our opponents, our doctrine of the election of grace is 
supposed to be. We had omitted the sentences in which he sets forth his own 


standpoint, as not pertaining to the matter. Therefore Prof. Schiitte now asks us :Why 
did you in your quotation omit the words that, according to our doctrine, God has 
predestinated unto faith one man no more than another; that He is no respecter of persons; 
that He will, earnestly and equally will, have all men to believe in Christ, etc.! ... Verily," he 
adds, "you seem to be afraid to let even your educated clergy know what we really believe 


and teach." *) It is really hardly worth the trouble to answer this inquiry and accusation. 
As to what Prof. Schitte here calls his doctrine, there is absolutely no dispute 
between us and him. Apart from the word "predestinated" in this connection, which, 
according to the language of Holy Scripture, denotes the ordinance of the elect to 
faith and blessedness, we also teach, at least as decidedly as our opponents, that 
with God there is no respect of person, that his love and grace extend equally over 
all sinners, and that he therefore earnestly desires that all men should believe in 
Christ and be saved. There was therefore absolutely no reason why we should 
defend these noble doctrines, which have been proclaimed from all pulpits in the 
Missouri Synod to this day, in our article against Prof. Schutte, and tell our readers 
what they have long known, namely, that even our opponents do not want to deny 
God's general will of grace. Is it not childish beyond measure that Prof. Schitte 
should cry "Falsification! Falsification!" when we bring only those quotations from his 
article which we wished to refute, but leave the rest alone? But that's the way it is. 
Prof. Schiitte had the audacity to assert that we teach that God predestined some 
men to faith and passed by all others, and that God's love is therefore not equally 
great over all men. Against this disgraceful insinuation we have protested, and called 
it what it is, a counterfeit of our doctrine. What does Prof. Schiitte do now? Again he 
leads his readers away from the actual matter at issue, and talks of things, 


*) "Why hast thou omitted the words in thy citation, that, according to our doctrine, God 
hath not predestinated the one more than the other to faith; that with him there is no respect of 
person; that he wills, earnestly and uniformly, that all men believe on Christ... . Truly you seem 
afraid to let even your learned ministry know what we believe and teach in truth." 
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which are not in dispute at all; but in so doing he does not shrink from again charging 
us with those ungodly doctrines, and boldly asserting that we deny the universal love 
of God, which is equally great over all sinners. Shame on such polemics! 

With what does Prof. Schitte support his more than brazen assertion? Answer: 
with conclusions of reason, which he draws himself. We teach: God chose us 
Christians before the foundation of the world for faith and blessedness, i.e., as we 
have explained a hundred times, our faith, our Christianity, our blessedness is based 
on God's causeless mercy, with which he had mercy on us for Christ's sake before 
we could do good, even before we were born. - Consequently, our 
opponents oracle, you Missourians teach, that 
God passed by all others, and that therefore his grace was not equally great over all! 
- We answer them: God forbid that we should teach such ungodly doctrine. No, no, 
God has not passed over any man. It is true that only a few are chosen in comparison 
with the great multitude of the called, but those who are not chosen are themselves 
to blame for their eternal ruin. They do not esteem themselves worthy of eternal life, 
to which they too are earnestly called. They are broken because of their unbelief. In 
short, God wanted to make them blessed; he offered them grace in the gospel, which 
would really have made them blessed, if they had not, through wilful resistance, 
obstructed the Holy Spirit's proper way of reaching their hearts. - None of this helps 
you, remonstrates Prof. Schiitte. "I say that the antecedent or universal grace of God is 
the only source of faith, and that alike for all men, for the elect no more than for the non- 
elect; if some do not derive faith from this its only source, the fault is their own, and they 
alone are the cause of their condemnation. When others do derive faith from that source, their 
faith is from beginning to end altogether God's gracious work and gift, and His is all the 


glory. So we believe, for so God teaches us. What say you?" *) - Quite the same! we 
answer. The general grace of God, which, however, does not float in the air, as Prof. 
Schutte seems to suppose, but is wholly and fully contained in the Gospel, is the 
only source of faith to which God points all. That it does not prove effective in all men 
for salvation, that most do not come to faith 


*) "| say that the antecedent or common grace of God is the only source of faith, and that 
equally for all men, for the elect no more than for the non-elect; if some do not draw faith from 
this His only source, it is their own fault, and they alone are the cause of their condemnation. If 
others draw faith from that source, their faith, from beginning to end, is wholly God's gracious 
work and gift, and to Him belongs all glory. This we believe, for this God teaches us. What say 
you?" 
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or yet do not persevere in the faith, is their own fault, because they willfully resist 
grace. That we and other blessed people have been enlightened with the gifts of the 
Holy Spirit through the gospel, believe in our Saviour, and are saved, is solely God's 
work and gift of grace. But we are also serious, fully serious, about this last sentence. 
It is a great, unfathomable mystery to us that grace, which exists for all men and is 
effectively offered to them in the gospel, has overcome us, who are not a whit better 
than those who have hardened themselves through their own guilt in sin and 
unbelief, and has drawn us, to whom the gospel was by nature likewise an 
annoyance or a foolishness, out of the pit of the world into the blessed kingdom of 
our God. This is utterly incomprehensible to us, a miracle before our eyes. We know 
that the grace that saved us was not a compelling, irresistible, particular grace. We 
could have offered it the same persistent resistance that eventually plunged others 
into hell. But the less can we comprehend that it has placed us of all people in the 
arms of the Good Shepherd. Who will lift the veil of this mystery for us? The 
Scriptures tell us that it was God's gracious good pleasure to be with us. The Father 
chose us in Christ his Son before the foundation of the world. That we have come 
to faith through the general gospel, and are kept in faith through it, is the result of 
our gracious election. Just as God chose us from the world in time through the 
gospel, that is, set us apart, he has already chosen us in eternity in his heart, set us 
apart, set us apart. In short, the mystery that the universal love of God in the gospel 
has converted us, brought us to faith, and made us blessed, is traced in the holy 
Scriptures, and with them in our Lutheran confession, to the eternal purpose of God, 
to the predestination or ordinance of the children of God to blessedness, to the 
eternal loving knowledge of God, to the election of grace. The secret of our 
conversion is the secret of the election of grace, but it is not the election of grace 
that makes the gospel that converts us effective and powerful. In this we stop, make 
no conclusions, draw no consequences, but put our finger on our mouth and 
worship. Our opponents must therefore admit that we escape the Charybdis of 
Semipelagianism without falling into the Scylla of Calvinism. - Nothing there! replies 
Pros. Schiitte; you may want to or not, you are Calvinists, Calvinists you are. "Say 
what you will: your position is Calvinistic, and there is no legitimate room for it, neither in 


our theology nor in our Church." *) If you are 


*) Say what you will, your position is Calvinistic, and it has no warrant, either in our 
theology or in our church." 
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If you maintain the doctrine, "that utterly false and comfortless doctrine," that God has 
chosen us, especially us Christians, to believe, you must reject the doctrine that 
God's love is equal over all. Sic volo, sic jubeo! - Well, then, there is nothing left for 
us but to command Prof. Schitte for his person to God, who will put his sin under 
his eyes in his own time, but his rationalism as the tp@tdv wevdo¢ of his "theology," 
as unchristian, 

unbiblical and un-Lutheran with all firmness to reject and condemn. 

However, Prof. Schitte also makes a timid attempt to refute our doctrine from 
the Concordia formula. He cites against us the third of the so-called eight points. 
God has decreed in his purpose and counsel. . . "3. That he, with his Holy Spirit, by 
the word, when it is preached, heard, and meditated upon, should be strong and 
active in us, converting hearts to true repentance, and keeping them in the right 
faith." He emphasizes the little word "wdlle," and to make this emphasis still more 
emphatic, he also adduces the Latin word velle. By this, he thinks, it becomes clear 
and evident that the Concordia Formula teaches a decree quite different from its 
Missourian. "The Formula teaches a decree according to which God determined the 
willingness to work faith in the manner named, whereas you teach a decree according to 


which He is to have determined to give and preserve faith itself, and that without fail." *) Is 
not this a striking argument, utterly destroying us? Now a blind man must realize that 
Prof. Schutte sits in the Concordia formula, but we Missourians sit outside!!! The 
naivety of our opponent is truly admirable. He does not even realize that it is 
nonsense to say that God has decreed "willingness." And if this interpretation of his 
third point has any meaning at all, it can only be this: God has indeed determined to 
be willing to convert the hearers of the divine word, etc., but now it depends on man 
also showing himself willing to be converted; the willingness of God must be matched 
by the consent of man, or there will be no conversion. That in this synergistic 
delusion there can no longer be any question of an efficacy of the general will of 
grace and of a purer bestowal of faith, Prof. Schutte himself hopefully sees. - 
Incidentally, the fallacia accentus, which he commits with his underlining of the word 
"wolle," becomes evident in all its nullity when one looks at the last of the eight points. 


*) "The Formula teaches a decree, according to which God has decreed the willingness to 
work faith in the manner named; while you teach a decree, according to which he has decreed 
to give and receive faith itself, and that infallibly. 
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York says, "God has decreed. . ."8. That at last he would make those whom he hath 
chosen, called, and justified, eternally blessed and glorious in eternal life," velit. This, 
of course, is a very different decree from the one we Missourians teach. Far be it 
from us that God should have determined to make glorious also at last those who 
are chosen, called, and justified by Him. No, it is only His "willingness" to do so that 
God has "determined"; the possibility that the elect may yet finally frustrate that 
willingness of God must, after all, be acknowledged! These are "logical inferences," 
and justified ones at that, from Prof. Schitte's premises. One can see that his 


arguments stand on very weak feet. 
(Conclusion follows.) 


Some remarks mainly concerning the basic difference in the present dispute. 


The editor of the Columbus "Magazine" has preferred not to reply himself to 
some of the articles written by some "St. Louisers"-among them the undersigned. 
He has not given the actual *) reason for this. Nor does it matter much factually to 
know the same. Let us stick to what we have. Although Prof. Loy did not want to 
answer himself, he nevertheless had his case conducted by another person who 
voluntarily offered his services. The trustee then also goes somewhat strongly after 


*) Prof. L. says that he did not want to answer himself because the "St. Louis men", among 
them also the undersigned, tried to turn the dispute into a petty personal quarrel. Our readers 
may judge whether the article which we wrote in the April issue p. 97-119 against Prof. L.'s 
Introductory looks like a "personal quarrel”. In his Introductory on the "burning question" Prof. 
L. once made assertions which are in conflict with historical truth, then he completely reversed 


our doctrine, and finally he often polemicized derisively and mockingly against the "New 


teachers". We believe that we have answered with reasons as calmly as was possible in the 
face of such an attack. It goes without saying that Prof. L.'s person had to be mentioned in the 
reply. The attack did not come from the man in the moon, but from Prof. L. in Columbus. Prof. 
L. also referred to his personal experience in order to support a certain point. This, of course, 
had to be rejected as being based on error. Prof. Loy's complaint about becoming personal 
seems to me just as if aman who has suddenly attacked another were to complain that one had 
become "personal" against him because the attacked had defended himself against the attack. 
Prof. L. can hardly escape this state of affairs on calm reflection. We also approached third 
parties for a verdict on Prof. L.'s article and our rebuttal. They said that our article was calm 


towards Prof. L.'s invectives ("NeW teachers" etc.). 
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advocate's manner. We have been told that a "good" lawyer must, above all, put the 
person of his client in the most advantageous light possible and, on the other hand, 
try to "destroy" the person or persons of his opponent. This is how Prof. L.'s trustee 
struck the "destructive" blow against us. The undersigned is in the position of being 
not quite 1/3 century old and having held a theological professorship for only 3 years. 
Thus "O. L." believes he must remark already in the beginning of his plaidoyer that 
Prof. Pieper is still "in theological diapers". For us there is almost too much honor in 
this strong expression. Happy the one who is already "in theological diapers." May 
the "Old Lutheran" also soon enter them! 

But now to the point. We begin with the main point. The main point is still, and 
is becoming more and more, the doctrine of conversion. What has been pointed out 
from the beginning is becoming more and more true: if we were united in the doctrine 
of conversion, we would soon see ourselves in perfect agreement in the doctrine of 
election by grace. The Magazine sees in our doctrine of conversion the quintessence 
of our error. We, on the other hand, are convinced that our opponents call the truth 
testified to them error, because they either stand wrong in the doctrine of conversion, 
or are in a sad confusion with regard to it. 

The "Magazine" distinguishes between a natural and a willful reluctance of man 
against the grace of conversion. What it understands by the "natural" reluctance is 
not explained in more detail. The "wilful" is described more closely as the "wilful in 
the proper sense," and as such a thing as does not allow conversion to come about 
as long as it is there. "Many who have wilfully resisted have been converted, but not as 


long as they thus resisted." Thus far all may go, though the 
definition is not given clearly enough.*) But now says the 


*) To the fact that the "Magazine" has published our remarks about conversion in the 

We do not want to go into further detail here on the basis of our statement in the April issue, p. 
116, which is not quite correct. We had written: "It is only the effect of the Holy Spirit (namely, 
not an effect of man's natural powers), that the courageous reluctance ceases." The "cease" 
rendered the "Magazine" as to cease. We had in mind, in the first place, the case in which, 
through the action of the Holy Spirit, there is no wanton reluctance. For we used the expression 
"wilful reluctance" in parallelism with "wilful and obstinate (i.e. also persistent)". reluctance. See 
on the same page above. If, by the way, the "Magazine" is so deliberately 

and repeatedly asserts that the "willfully persistent" reluctance is no different from the "willful" 


in kind, this is a rather superficial 
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"Magazine," further, that the Holy Spirit does not take away this wanton reluctance, 
which, as long as it is there, does not cause conversion to come about. It writes: "If 
the Holy Spirit caused the wanton reluctance to cease, then wanton persistent 
reluctance could never arise, and then no reason at all could be given why all hearers 
of the gospel should not be converted. The Scriptures and our confession teach that 
in conversion God makes a willing man out of an unwilling one, and takes away man's 
reluctance and aversion to the truth or to the grace of God; but that he should also 
take away the wanton reluctance is quite another thing, and could only be done by 
irresistible grace. If a man be not converted, according to this theory, it is the fault of 
God. For if the Holy Spirit takes away not merely natural reluctance, enmity, 
unwillingness, and opposition to the gospel, but also his wanton reluctance: so would, 
all men be converted." So much for the "Magazine." So it clearly teaches here: people, 
Who have wilfully resisted, may yet be converted. It does not, therefore, speak of 
such reluctance as to make conversion impossible at all. But it is not the Holy Spirit 
who removes this wilful reluctance, but man himself, with his natural powers. Thus 
the "Magazine" wants to teach, because otherwise one could not see why all men are 
not converted, and because otherwise one would come to ‘an "irresistible grace". 
Hereby the "Magazine" has clearly revealed that from Ratio 

nalism. It is synergism when one ascribes to man that he is able to refrain from the 
courageous resistance by his own efforts.*) If he could do this, he would not be dead 
in sins, and his natural disposition would not be enmity against God. Our Confession 
says F. C. Sol. deci. II. § 24): "Before and before a man is enlightened, converted, 
born again, regenerated, and drawn by the Holy Spirit, he can be 


Raisonnement. We are in ethical territory here. It should be "different in child" whether a child 
repeatedly and persistently wilfully resists the will of its father, or whether the "repeatedly and 
persistently" does not take place. 


*) The "Magazine" namely talks about a willful reluctance, which 
It speaks of a reluctance which is an increase of the natural reluctance. It speaks of a reluctance 
which is an increase of the inward natural reluctance, and thus lies on the same line with it. The 
"courageous reluctance," which is also called by some, and which refers to the outward use of 
the means of grace, etc., lies in an entirely different sphere, and can be abandoned by man out 
of natural forces. Cf. p. 305 of this journal. 
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he is no more able to begin, work, or cooperate in spiritual things, and in his own 
conversion or regeneration, before himself, and out of his own natural powers, than 
a stone, or block, or clay. For though he may rule the outward members, and hear 
the gospel, and to some extent consider it, and even speak of it, as is seen in the 
Pharisees and hypocrites: yet he thinks it foolishness, and cannot believe it, and 
thinks himself worse than a block, in that he is contrary and hostile to God's will, 
unless the Holy Spirit be strong in him, and kindle and work in him faith and 
other virtues and obedience pleasing to God." This alone suffices to prove that it is 
a false, un-Lutheran delusion, when it is asserted that man can leave off the 
courageous reluctance by his own powers. If a man only gives up his rebelliousness 
and enmity against God through the action of the Holy Spirit, he does not give up 
courageous rebellion by his own efforts. If Magazine correctly states as a doctrine of 
our confession that God makes the unwilling willing in conversion, it has already 
disproved itself. If man could leave out of himself the courageous reluctance, he 
would be very helpful to the Holy Spirit in his conversion. Note how the "Magazine" 
has imagined the conversion of man. 

The book thinks of the conversion of a man who wilfully resists. It says, "A man may 
wilfully resist to-day, and be converted to-morrow." This must be paraphrased in the 
sense of the "Magazine" as, "A 

Today man wilfully resists and therefore is not converted today. Overnight, however, 
he pulls himself together, exerts all his natural powers, and conquers his wilful 
reluctance. Thus the next day, by his own preparation, he has come into a state in 
which he is a suitable object for conversion. He has, by his own power, reduced the 
wantonness to the natural reluctance. Now he is converted." He has now "behaved" 
correctly, has performed the right "conduct. "*) Now he also knows why he, of all 
people, before many 


*) We had already remarked in the May issue p. 206: "Election is not conditioned by faith, 
if faith is somehow conceived as an achievement on the part of man, as a ‘performing well’ 
towards the grace of God. This latter meaning our opponents attach to faith, though they cannot 
yet see it." It is evident that we have not said too much in the underlined sentence. Man, by his 
own efforts, refrains from courageous resistance, and thereby gives occasion to be converted 


before others. Prof. L. substitutes for "faith" simply "man's conduct in reference to the grace 


offered." But in spite of this clear fact, Mr. S. dares to make the following omission in the latest 
number of "A. u. N.": "Mr. F. P. has the impudence to write? 'This latter meaning - namely, 
somehow as an achievement on the part of man, as a showing oneself good' to the grace of God 
- ‘our opponents attach to faith, etc." By the redactor 
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He was converted by others. He has just pulled himself together, and by his own 
efforts has left off the reluctance that prevented conversion, while others have not 
done so. Now human reason understands quite well why only some and not all men 
are converted. Every secret has been removed from the doctrine of conversion. 
The secret that lies in the right doctrine of conversion for human reason is the 


reason why the Magazine teaches conversion synergistically. It does not want to 
suffer this mystery, therefore it attributes to the natural man the power to let the 
courageous resist. Rationalism is the source of its synergism. It gives the natural 
man the power to let the courageous resist, because otherwise "no reason can be 
given why all hearers of the gospel are not converted," because otherwise one 
comes upon an "irresistible grace." From its rationalistic standpoint, "Magazine" is 
quite correct. If God must work the beginning, the means, and the end of conversion, 
if he must take away even the wanton reluctance which would prevent conversion: 
then, however, human reason cannot understand why all men are not converted, 
and how God is not to blame for non-conversion. If faith be a pure gift of God, it 
cannot understand why this gift is not in all. But faith is sure that man alone is to 
blame for not being converted, although, on the other hand, God alone works the 
conversion, even taking away the wilful reluctance, if such was already present. We 
acknowledge here a mystery which will be revealed to us only in lumine gloriae. 
Kirchner answers the question: "Since faith in Christ is a special gift of God, why is 
it not in all?" thus: "We shall save the discussion of this question for eternal life. *) 
This we also want to do. As God has hitherto kept the Missouri Synod from solving 
this question in this life, that is, from wanting to give an answer to it that satisfies 
reason, so may he also give us grace in the future to leave the mystery that lies here 
for human reason. Here let him pray who can pray, that Satan and not rationalism 
may corrupt our whole theology. **) Neither the Cal- 


of "A. and N." - as one can see - the language of desperation sets in. Nor will he admit that he 
has improperly quoted from our writings. If his judgment is so clouded in things that reason can 
understand to some extent, it is not to be wondered at if he goes astray in divine things. 


*) L. u. W.'80. p. 325. 
**) The writer in the "Magazine" remarks: "From Missouri's pulpits there used to resound 
every Sunday the truth, that all who, when they hear the word, are not moved 
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Calvinism, nor synergism, knows a secret here. Calvinism, after all, describes an 
unequal will of God: God does not want to convert a portion of those who hear the 
word. There is no mystery left for human reason as to why all men are not converted. 
But we teach that God desires all who hear the word to be converted with equal 
earnestness. And yet not all are converted. This is a mystery to us. Synergism, too, 
has no secret in the doctrine of conversion. It sets up a difference, an inequality 
among men. Some are better than others in the use of their natural powers. Or, to 
cite a particular species, some refrain from wilful opposition, while others are not so 
good at restraint. Therefore the former are converted. Again, all is clear to human 
reason. Both Calvinism and Synergism are based on rationalism. The Calvinist wants 
to hold the same utter ruin of all men. But he now, in order to explain to himself the 
fact that all men are not converted, assumes an unequal will of God, who wants to 
convert some and not others. The synergist wants to hold to the same earnest will of 
God's grace toward all. But in order to explain to himself why all men are not 
converted, he supposes an inequality among men, as they are by nature, and act or 
"refrain" from acting by natural powers. The Lutheran, on the other hand, holds, 
according to Scripture, both that God's earnest will of grace toward all is the same, 
and that man's entire ruin is the same; and he refrains from explaining the mystery 
which here prevails for human reason, in any way for human reason. He does not go 
beyond the proposition that if a man is not converted, it is his fault; if he is converted, 
it is a pure effect of God's grace. *) 


willingly resist, keep the faith." Not only did the Missourians preach this in the past, but they still 
preach it now. But neither before nor now do they mean to say that God does not prevent or take 
away willful resistance. The Missourians preached, and also preach, that all receive forgiveness 
of sin who do not remain unbelieving. Did and do the Missourians mean to deny that God saves 


from unbelief and gives faith? The writer in the "Magazine" unfortunately knows very little about 
Missouri doctrine. 


*The Magazine, of course, presents our doctrine under the following simile: "God, 
according to this theory, may be compared to a physician who earnestly wishes two patients to 
both recover. But to the one he gives the right medicine, to the other an ineffective remedy of 
powdered chalk." No, according to our "theory," the physician gives both patients the same 
medicine, the same effective remedy. That both do not get well is a secret to us. We know only 
this much by faith, that the one remains ill through his own fault, the other is cured by the 
physician and his remedy. 
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The right path here can only be taken by faith, by faith that holds steadfastly to 
a proposition clearly revealed in God's Word, even when to human reason 
something false seems to follow from the proposition. We repeat it once more. 
From the fact that God does everything in conversion, and also either prevents or 
removes the willful resistance, it seems to human reason, if it is to judge here, that 
it must necessarily follow, 1. that God does not do everything in those who are not 
converted, and either does not prevent the willful resistance, or, if it has already 
come to it, does not wish to remove it; 2. that God converts those whom he converts 
with a gratia irresistibilis. For thus it concludes: if God must take away or hold down 
both the "natural" and the "courageous" reluctance, there seems to be no room at 
all for a successful resistance to the grace of conversion. But the Lutheran says: 
"Though these inferences of human reason seem to be right, yet | reject them as 
utterly wrong, because they contradict the clear Word of God. Human reason is not 
a teacher in the Christian church." For this reason, however, he does not change the 
proposition itself for the sake of inferences which human reason seems to have to 
make from a proposition, if the same is clearly revealed in God's Word. Because 
from the proposition that God does everything in conversion, according to the 
judgment of human reason, particular and irresistible grace seems to follow, he does 
not change the proposition itself, nor does he become mistaken about the 
correctness of the proposition. His faith rests wholly on God's word, against all the 
judgments and conclusions of human reason, which would lead him away from the 
word, his one light in spiritual matters. Thus he walks safely along the narrow path 
that leads between Calvinism and synergism. For it is thus: whoever, in addition to 
the correct thesis, also recognizes the conclusions of reason just mentioned as 
correct and truthful, has fallen into Calvinism. On the other hand, he who seeks to 
dispose of the conclusions by changing the thesis from which they seem to 
necessarily follow reason, e. g. by ascribing to man the omission of willful resistance, 
has drifted into synergistic territory. 

The "Magazine" makes quite a futile effort when it writes, for example: "Prof. 
Pieper may redirect his steps from the evil path he has entered. If this does not 
happen, his system must soon work its way out to the necessary results*) (must soon 


work out its legitimate results) . . . in that it must take into account the general grace of 
God, the full redemption through Christ, and the 


Underlined by us. 
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beatific efficacy of the means of grace into a meaningless thing." "The Calvinistic 
gratia irresistibilis is the natural and necessary consequence *) (result) of the St. Louis 
doctrine of election, and is directly included (implied) in Prof. Pieper's theory of 
conversion." What the "Magazine" calls "necessary results" and "a natural and 
necessary consequence" is an inference of blind reason, made against God's Word, 
to a correct, clearly revealed proposition. Long before there was a "Columbus 


Theological Magazine," we knew that foolish reason thought it had to draw such 
conclusions from our thesis. But we held and still hold our Thesis because we found 
and find it clearly revealed in God's Word. It seemed almost comical to us when the 
"Magazine" so eagerly sought to impress upon us what "follows" from the Lutheran 
doctrine of conversion. It evidently thinks that it is making objections to us which we 
have not yet heard, and which must perplex us. We can assure it that this is not the 
case. The rationalistic-synergistic objections to the Lutheran doctrine of conversion 
are familiar to us in the most manifold variations and keys from the synergistic 
controversy of the Concordia formula and from Latermann's controversy. With these 
"inferences" we are not beaten. Let our thesis, both in the doctrine of conversion and 
in the doctrine of election by grace, be proved false from God's Word. Then we are 
disproved. A line of reasoning that always ends in the refrain: "If God's Word teaches 
such and such, then such and such must necessarily follow (namely, according to 
the judgment of reason)" not only does not impress us, but also leads us to the 
conviction that our opponents have either already fallen prey to rationalism and 
synergism, or else are still in such confusion with respect to the disputed doctrines 
that they miss it when they argue rationalistically and synergistically. 

By the way, we cannot close this point without expressing the hope that 
agreement may yet be reached between us and at least a part of our opponents. In 
former times it was repeatedly said, "What has the doctrine of conversion to do with 
the doctrine of election?" One almost always became disagreeable on that side when 
we, for our part, brought the conversation to the doctrine of conversion in the present 
trade. But now we read in No. Ill. of the "Magazine" p. 181: "There is no secret in 
election which is not also in conversion." Conversion and election are thus already 
placed in the closest relation to each other. Election in the closest relation to each 
other. The writer of the article, from which the above words are taken, does not know 
any secret. 


*) Underlined by us. 
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in conversion. He has thoroughly cleared up the mystery by ascribing to the natural 
man the power to refrain from the reluctance which prevents conversion. But Prof. 
Schitte, in his treatise, seems to acknowledge a mystery in the doctrine of 
conversion, namely, in the point that we cannot understand with reason why only a 
part and not all men are converted.) If we take for this the above-mentioned 
concession that the mystery of election coincides with the mystery in conversion, 
we are already completely in our position with these propositions. It would only 
depend on the application of these resounding true propositions throughout. Let the 
Tpatov webdoc, that justification is an analogue of election, be dropped. Election is 
not to be understood as a ratifying judgment on those who in God's foreknowledge 
have kept faith to the end, but election is to be understood as it is understood by 
Scripture and confession: it is to be brought into a causal connection with the whole 
Christian life, also with faith and with preservation in faith. If we now recognize a 
mystery in conversion, that is, in the bestowal of faith; if we further see the same 
mystery in the preservation of faith, according to the instruction of the Formula of 
Concord (§ 8 57-63.), we can then no longer long refuse to recognize the same 
mystery in election, since election is nothing else than the eternally intended 
conversion, preservation, etc., of the elect. 

The "Magazine" also makes the attempt to invalidate individual parts of our 
historical explanations in the April issue. Here is an example of the "refutation. We 
had proved documentarily that the church teachers before the Concordia formula 
and at the time of it call the election by grace (that is, the election of persons, since 
there is no other) in great agreement a cause of the faith of the elect. What is 
adduced as proof to the contrary? It is pointed out that Luther, for example, refers 
the Christian who asks about his election to the revealed order of salvation. Thus 


the "magazine" believes to have won the victory. One gets the impression here as if 
the writer in the "Magazine" had thought: "You only boldly assert always the opposite 
of what ‘the St. Louisans' say. There are always some who believe you." It is 


remarked: "Does Luther thus ascribe to the divine predestination of persons any 
power or effect to bring the sinner to Christ and convert him? Does he not base all 


*Question 20: How do you explain the fact that only a few believe? Answer: | cannot explain 
it_sufficiently. | can only say that only a few allow themselves to believe; and that most, on the 
contrary, maliciously refuse to accept faith. 


*) Underlined by us. 


342Some remarks mainly the basic difference 


on the order of salvation? Does he say that election has anything to do with the 
sinner's faith, or does he not rather exclude this idea? . . . If we understand human 
speech at all, this must be Luther's opinion." Here the "magazine" in Luther's 
interpretation surpasses almost everything that has gone before. Luther expressly 
says to 1 Pet. 1:2 (E. A. 52:5): "The treasure is too great for all men's holiness and 
righteousness to be much too small to obtain; for this you were Gentiles, knew 
nothing of God, had no hope, and served dumb idols: therefore without all your doing 
you come by pure grace to such unspeakable glory, namely, because God the Father 
from eternity has provided you for it." By the "treasure" and the "unspeakable glory" 
Luther understands here the "being chosen strangers," the "being citizens with the 
saints and members of God's household," the "being partakers of all heavenly goods 
in Christ," as is evident from the foregoing. They have come to this, that "God the 
Father from eternity hath provided them. And here surely it is spoken of "the provision 
of persons" ("you"). It is true, of course, that Luther always refers the Christian to the 
order of grace, to the gospel, in the question of his election. But how can the 
"Magazine" want to prove from this that Luther does not place election in a causal 
relation to faith? Luther says and does both. He both places election in a causal 
relation to faith, and also instructs the Christian, in contemplating his election, if this 
contemplation is to be a salutary one, to immerse himself solely in the gospel, to 
expect from the gospel the Holy Spirit and all spiritual gifts.*) Effect 


*) Like Luther, Chemnitz is also maltraited by the writer in the "Magazine". As Luther's 
reference to the order of salvation is cited as "proof" that, according to Luther, "the election of 
persons" has nothing to do with the faith of persons, so the well-known passage from Chemnitz’ 
examination, where Chemnitz, like Luther, refers to the order of salvation, must be used to make 
Chemnitz teach, against Luther's clearest pronouncement in the Enchiridion, that the "election 
of persons" has no causal connection with their faith. Rom. 8, 29. 30. also, election is said to 
have no causal connection with calling, justification, and glorification! Chemnitz, to whom the 
writer has just referred, proves from this very passage that election is a cause of faith, when he 
writes in his Enchiridion: "Election therefore follows not after our faith and righteousness, but 
goes before as a cause of all this, for whom he has ordained or chosen, he has also called and 
justified." Compare "L. u. W." June issue p. 236. Note: Thus the writer in the "Magazine" 
interprets Chemnitz, saying quite brazenly that neither the undersigned nor Dr. Walther 


understand Chemnitz. - In several places the "Magazine" also shifts the point in dispute. We 
had said that we would take the words of Paul, Rom. 9:18: "He therefore hath mercy on whom 
he will (and of course also: 'and casteteth out whom he will') unto the 
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The choice and effect of the gospel do not fall apart for the Christian, but into one 
another. What he receives through the gospel is at the same time a consequence of 
God's having chosen him from eternity. Our opponents, however, think that the effect 
of election and the effect of the gospel must always fall apart for a Christian. They 
think, therefore, further, that the sentence "election a. Cause of faith" makes the 
order of salvation illusory, always standing to the Christian like a spectre behind and 
beside the gospel. They think that one overtaxes the Christian if one expects him to 
believe that the effect of the general order of salvation and the effect of election must 
coincide for his person. But this is not overstraining. God's word requires this of the 
Christian. St. Paul tells 2 Thess. 2. the Christians of Thessalonica both that God had 
chosen them from eternity in sanctification of the Spirit and in the faith of the truth 
unto salvation (v. 13.), and that God had called them thither by the gospel which he 
preached (v. 14). What was given them through the gospel, they should therefore at 
the same time regard as something with which God had provided them in their 
eternal election. It is not necessary for us to write much about this chapter. Christians 
who practice the Lutheran doctrine of the Word, that is, who are accustomed to judge 
of God's will toward their persons solely from the gospel preached to them, 
understand us. Just 


who wants to be right with God. The writer in the "Magazine," as well as Prof. L. before him, 
represent it as if we were holding these words against him who repentantly desires the grace of 
God in Christ. We had maintained that every article of faith was to be taken from the sedes 
doctrinae and judged according to the same. To this the Magazine says: "It is altogether false 
that every doctrine must be taken wholly from the passages which are regarded as the sedes 


doctrinae (must be fully stated and fully drawn). Where is the passage which teaches the full 
doctrine of the Trinity? Can he point it out?" There, in the sentence we have underlined, the 
writer suddenly passes into the singular, as if we had asserted that only one passage was to be 
regarded as the sedes of an article of faith. Every passage of Scripture in which a doctrine is 


clearly and ex professo treated belongs to the sedes of that doctrine. The doctrine of the Trinity, 
for example, is clearly stated in many passages, but can already be inferred from Deut. 6:4 and 
Matt. 28:19. By the way, we have already spoken more fully on this subject in "L. u. W."'81. p. 5 


ff. p. 238 note. We had proved that the "300-year consensus" was a phrase. The "Magazine" 
writes: "What shall we say, when reference is made to rationalists, supernaturalists, and 
followers of modern development, as such as have not had the doctrine advocated by Prof. L., 
to prove the want of Consensus in the Lutheran Church?" But to these people we had referred, 
not to prove the want of Consensus at all, but to prove the want of the three hundred years of 
Consensus. Let the time of the rationalists and supranaturalists be omitted for once: - where then 
are the three hundred years? 
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When they behold Christ in his merit and in his promises in the gospel, then their 
eternal election is made manifest to them, then they exclaim in consequence: we 
thank God always, that he hath chosen us from eternity unto salvation in 
sanctification of the Spirit, and in faith of godliness. *) On the other hand, those who, 
having heard of eternal election, abandon the gospel and the order of grace, and do 
not first concern themselves with Christ and his gospel, but first want to make things 
right with eternal election, will always argue about election as taught by Scripture and 
our confession, and claim that it makes the order of salvation uncertain to them. But 
they also leave the order of salvation to the left. 

Finally, just the remark. Once one answers a writer, like Prof. L.'s trustee. But 
not more often. He who, in his confusion and obscurity, appears so lofty and self- 
confident, must first be left to himself. F. P. 


(Translated by Prof. A. Cramer.) 


Compendium of the Theology of the Baians 
From 


Heinrich Eckhardt. 


(Continued.) 
Chapter VI. 
From the appeal. 


It comprehends: 1. the revelation of the mystery unknown to us through the 
Scriptures. 2. the proclamation of his will in the law. 3. the offer of grace in the Gospel 
and the Sacraments. 

First, then, the revelation of the mysteries through the Scriptures. 


*) If the "Old Lutheran" were to take this into consideration, he would be forgiven for 
thinking the following whimsical thoughts: "The order of salvation is the carrying out of election 
in its broad sense; hence we can learn all about the latter from the former. But the new 
doctrine of election in the limited sense brings in a new factor altogether, and yet we are 
directed to the first ta learn all about it. Is this possible ? If election in the narrow sense is the 
sanction and confirmation only of the first as accomplished, we may also learn all about it 
from the first." What do you suppose that means? The practical result, at any rate, is that in 
which Prof. St. wants the Christian: "There is, after all, no infallible certainty of election at all. 
Whether | am elect even in the stricter sense, | do not know. That | am to believe and hope." 
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|. The Necessity of Scripture. 
Is the contemplation of Scripture necessary for the attainment of the knowledge of the mysteries 
and firmness in the faith? 

Chrysostom: "For since the LORD knew beforehand that in the last days there 
would be a great confusion of things, therefore he commandeth that Christians, 
desiring to obtain firmness in the true faith, should flee to no other things but the 
Scriptures. Otherwise, if they look to other things, they will stumble and perish, and 
fall into the abomination of desolation which is in the holy places of the church." 1) 


But as in former times, so also now one could come to that knowledge through oral tradition: 
so the Scriptures do not seem to be so necessary? 
Theophylact: "Because heresies would arise to corrupt our morals, it seemed 
worth while that the Gospels should be written, that, learning the truth from them, we 
might not be deceived by the lies of heresies." 2) 


So you do not admit what Coster, Lindanus, Andradius, Valentianus, Bellarmin, and other papists 
write, that the Scriptures are contrary to the teaching of the New Testament, and not written 
according to God's will or command? 

Not at all. For Augustine rightly says: "Christ himself wrote what the apostles 
wrote, because Christ was, as it were, the head, and the apostles, as it were, the 
hands. But the hands wrote nothing except what the head thought and dictated. And 
at last he concludes thus, "Whatsoever he would that we should read of his sayings 
and doings, that he commanded them, as his hands, to write." 3) And again, "God, 
who first spake by the prophets, then by himself, afterward by the apostles, as much 
as he thought sufficient, hath also composed the Scripture, which is of canonical 
name and of the highest renown." 4) Eucherius: "In the book which has ever been 
given us 


1) Sciens enim Dominus magnam confusionem rerum futuram in novissimis diebus, 
ideo mandat, ut christiani volentes firmitatem accipere verae fidei, ad nullam rem aliam 
fugiant, nisi ad scripturas. Alioqui, si ad alia respexerint, scandalizabuntur, et peribunt, et 
incident in abominationem desolationis, quae stat in locis ecclesiae sanctis. Chrys. in 24. c. 
Matth. 

2) Quoniam haereses pullulaturae erant, quae mores nostros depascerent, operae 
precium visum est, ut scriberentur evangelia: ut, discentes veritatem ex illis, non deciperemur 
ab haeresium mendaciis. Theophyl. 

3) Augustine ait: Christum ipsum sripsisse, quae apostoli scripserunt, quia Christus sit 
quasi caput, apostoli quasi manus. Manus autem nihil scribant, nisi cogitante et dictante 
capite. Et tandem ita concludit: Quicq uid ille de suis dictis et factis nos legere voluit, hoc 
scribendum illis, tan- quam suis manibus, imperavit. De cons. Evang. 1. 1. c. ult. 

4) Deus, prius per prophetas, deinde per se ipsum, postea per 
apostolos, quantum satis esse judicavit. locutus, etiam scripturam con 
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inaccessible and incomprehensible counsel of God, it was ordained before the time 
of the world, when and how and by what writers the sacred Scriptures should be 
composed. "1) Irenaeus says: "The apostles would have written by the will" of God. 
"9) 


Did the apostles pass on another orally, and write another? 

No. Irenaeus: "The apostles wrote down afterwards by the will of God what 
they preached at that time." 3) Nicephorus: "To most of those to whom the Holy 
Spirit's power and grace impelled him to go, and whom he had born again through 
faith in Christ, he sent letters, recalling to memory absently lately what he had 
presently taught them clearly by his speech." 4) 


Is it both permissible and necessary for the laity to engage in the reading of Scripture? 
Theophylact: "Say not that it is the business of the ministers of the church only 
to read the Scriptures: for it is the business of all Christians, especially of those who 
consort with the world, the greater help they need, who live alike as in a storm." 5) 
(To be continued.) 


New Literature. 


Dr. M. Luther's Small Catechism with Explanation. Edited on the basis of 
the Dresden Catechism of the Cross, and published by the Lutheran Synod 
of Wisconsin, et al. St. Milwaukee, Wis. Northwestern Book Publishers. 
1881. 

As the title shows, this catechism statement, published by the Honorable 
Wisconsin Synod, is based on the catechism which in the seventeenth century was 
provided by the Ministry of the Holy Cross in Dresden, and from which also in our 
Dietrich's Questions is taken up for completion. 


1) In consilio Dei, nobis utique inaccessibili atque incomprehensibili, ante secula 
dispositum est, quando et qualiter, quibusve autoribus sacra scriptura conderetur. Eucher. in 
1. Beg. 

2) Apostolos scripsisse per Dei voluntatem, ait Iren. 1. 3. c. 1. 

3) Apostoli, quod tunc praeconiaverunt, postea per voluntatem Dei conscripserunt. 
Tren. 1.3.c. 1. 

4) Ad plerosque, quos eum adire Spiritus sancti vis et gratia jusserat, quosque per fidem 
in Christum regenuerat, quae praesens oratione sua dilucide docuerat, ea per compendium 
absens in memorian revocans, Epistolas dedit. Niceph. 1. 2. c. 34. de epist. Paul. 

5) Non dicas, religiosorum tantummodo esse legere scripturas: Cujus 
libet enim Christiani est, maxime eorum, qui in mundo ver 
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have been used as a basis. The 541 questions of the Dresden Catechism have 
become 413. In particular, the frequently recurring questions: "How does this serve 
us for a strong consolation -. for a godly life?" have been omitted. But the work does 
not consist in a mere selection of questions and answers. Some questions and 
answers have been replaced by others, and new ones have been added. For 
example, instead of the 38th question of the Catechism of the Cross ("What is the 
name of the feast day? It is called every seventh day of the week, on which God has 
rested after the work of creation is finished, and has commanded such a day to be 
celebrated above the daily work. That it belongs to the ceremonies and examples 
which concern only the Jews in the Old Testament, and not the Christians in the New 
Testament. 41) Why do we celebrate Sunday and other church holidays? According 
to ecclesiastical ordinance, we celebrate Sunday and other church holidays so that 
the congregation may have certain times at which they assemble for public worship 
and commemorate the gracious acts of God." In the section on the office of the keys 
and confession, the following questions have been added: "353. To whom hath Christ 
bestowed these keys? To His Church on earth. 354. Through whom does the Church 
properly administer the keys? Through the appointed ministers of Christ." And 
accordingly the 494th question of the Catechism of the Cross ("What in particular is 
the solution-key, by which sins are forgiven? The key of salvation is the conferred 
power of the called servants of Christ, by virtue of which they announce ") 
has thus been put correctly here: 356. What is insondeheit ? The ransom key is 
the conferred power of Christ's Church, by virtue of which she forgives the sins of 
penitent sinners." In this section also, and certainly with reason, the questions have 
been rearranged. Several questions have been shortened. - The 248th question of 
the Catechism of the Cross ("What is the ascension of Christ? Since Christ on the 
fortieth day after His resurrection was truly and visibly first raised up, then taken up 
in a cloud, then as a triumphant Prince of Victory ascended into the heaven of the 
elect, and finally above all heavens, and hereby opened heaven to us, that we also 
should go there") reads in the new edition: "What is the Ascension of Christ? That 
Christ, on the fortieth day after his resurrection, was truly and visibly taken up and 
ascended into heaven as a triumphant Prince of Victory, whither we also are to go." 
By publishing this catechism, the Wisconsin Synod bears loud witness that it 
intends to hold fast to the confession. May the faithful God help that also by this 
catechism others containing so many erroneous things may be suppressed. G. 
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Dr. Martin Luther's Instruction for the Right Study of Theology. 
Presented by Dr. Hieronymus Weller. Translated from the Latin and 
dedicated to the German students of theology in America by Georg Schick, 
Rector at Concordia College at Fort Wayne, Ind. Second edition. 


News of the united German Lutheran churches in North America, 
especially in Pensylvania. With a preface by Dr. J. L. Schulze, Prof. in Halle. 
Newly published with historical explanations and notes from the archives of 
the Frankesche Stiftungen at Halle by Dr. W. J. Mann, Prof. and Pastor at 
Philadelphia, Pa., and Dr. B. M. Schmucker, Pastor at Pottstown, Pa. with 
the assistance of Dr. W. Germann, Lic. der Th., Lutheran Pastor at 
Windsheim, Bavaria. 1st vol. J. ed. Allentown, Pa. by Brobst, Diehl & Co. 
1881. 

This is the first sample of the new edition of the well-known "Hallesche 
Nachrichten aus Pennsylvanien." indicated by a prospect some time ago. This new 
edition (in large encyclopedia format) is not, however, a mere reprint of Schulze's 
old work, but, as the title indicates, one enriched with many explanations and 
additions borrowed from a large number of newly discovered historical sources, 
which shed a most desirable light on the persons, localities, institutions, events, etc. 
mentioned in the "Nachrichten." It is the full truth when it says in the advertisement 
of the work: "Especially for the Lutheran Church of America, this is the most 
important historical work that has been begun up to now, and it must forever form 
the basis of the history of the Lutheran Church of North America." The words of Drs. 
Mann and Schmucker testify to an admirable zeal to give this historical work the 
greatest possible perfection, as well as to an astonishing knowledge. The editors 
express themselves as follows: "It is difficult to measure the extent of the work 
already now, since new sources of extremely valuable material are constantly 
opening up to the worthy editors. It is also not yet foreseeable how much of the 
manuscripts available in the archives of the Frankesche Stiftungen in Halle and in 
the New World, which have never been printed, will be included in our new edition. 
However, the work will hardly contain less than 1600 pages of the form of this 
booklet, and it is possible that it will be almost 2000 pages thick. Whether it will 
appear in 2 or 3 volumes will depend on the extent of the material. In the absence 
of certain indications, the price of the complete work cannot yet be determined 
exactly. 
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But probably it will be, for two volumes, beautifully and durably bound, about $8.00. 
In order to make it easy for even the most impecunious to acquire this valuable work, 
it will be published in installments of about 100 pages each. The price of each issue 
will be set at 50 cents." May it be possible that this great important work, with God's 
help, will be brought to a happy conclusion! 

W. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


|. America. 


Gossip Polemics. Prvf. Loy writes in his ,.Magazine" p. 157, in more recent times was 
dictirt by us to the students: Praedestinationis aut electionis nomine praecise appellari 
decretum eternum (sic!) de impertienda finaliter credituris salute eterna (sic!) intuitu meriti 


Christi at praevisae etemam (sic!) electionis fidei in Christum." In view of how Prof. Loy has 
revealed himself in more recent times, we are not surprised that, in order to put us at odds with 
ourselves before his audience, he cites from an alleged college notebook of one of our former 
students this unorthographically written stupid sentence, which no man can construe, as a 
dictation of ours which should have expressed our opinion in "more recent times." But even now 
we would have believed that, at least for the sake of his own reputation as a professor, he was 
incapable of using such a weapon. He seems, however, to reckon such polemics, which we 
reckon among those founded on "gossip," among the class of "higher" polemics. Of course, he 
does not consider, if we were to communicate all that has been reported to us about the 
omissions of professors on his side in their lectures, that he would easily get the short end of the 
stick in such polemics. Let us make this clear by means of an example. Not long ago a former 
pupil of one of these professors wrote to a member of our faculty: "| once heard him say, when 
in his lectures he spoke of free will and conversion, in order to illustrate the matter, that man in 
his natural and depraved state is like a man buried and sunk in the mud, so that he has no power 
to help himself; only when he is asked whether he wishes to come out can he say yes. This 
power he ascribed to man in his conversion. But | thought at the time that a dead man, as we 
are by nature dead in sins, could not say yes. | believe that Prof. . . . believes and teaches that 
aman must do at least a little in his conversion, and for the sake of this little God has predestined 
him. | would not be writing this to you if this doctrine, which he presented to us, had not made 
an indelible impression on me, and if | did not want you to know that | did not believe it." As 
probable as this report is in view of the now publicly available explanations, we are not sharing 
this report of a former student in order to prove that Prof. N. N. is a false teacher, but in order to 
convince Prof. Loy of how foolish and how dangerous it would be for him and his party if we were 
to publicly condemn each other by means of such private communications, or if we were to 
contradict ourselves. One should simply adhere to the 
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and do not take refuge in the reports of former students about what they have heard, least of all 
in such asses who have not even been able to render a supposedly dictated Latin quotation 
orthographically and grammatically correctly, like Prof. Loy's informant. Let us be warned by the 
most recent example of Prof. Stellhorn, who hastened, on hearsay, to put words into our mouths 
of which we have said the exact opposite, and of which he himself afterwards had to confess 
that his "friend" had swindled them from him and that he had published the lie in print with great 
pleasure. Stellhorn has corrected his report of lies, but in doing so has not penitently asked us 
for forgiveness, but only insisted that he had thus proved nothing less than what he had wanted 
to prove. W. 


Il. foreign countries. 


The "Mgem. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung” of May 27 contains an article which speaks of 
the "controversy which has broken out in the Missouri Synod" (should read, in the Synodal 
Conference) "concerning the election of grace." The writer of the article, no doubt the well-known 
Synergist Prof. Dr. Luthardt, but at any rate some decided synergist, as almost without exception 
the modern-believing theologians are, acknowledges in it our opponents for his flesh and blood, 
admits that the status controversiae in our doctrine of election to grace lies "in the doctrine of 
conversion," asserts that "the difference of human conduct against grace effectually offering 
salvation is the only key to the solution of the riddle." honestly denies that there is a "specific" 
elective grace, also takes refuge, in order to save the confessionality of his false doctrine, in 


pretending that "in the Concordia formula the word predestination promiscue is used sometimes 


in a narrower, sometimes in a broader sense," denies the certainty of election, &c. etc. Shall we 
congratulate our adversaries on this covenant fellowship? We suppose it is rather inconvenient 


to them; for the proverb says, "Noscitur ex socio, qui non cognoscitur ex se" ("Many a man is 

known by his comrade, whom he cannot be known from himself"), or, as the German proverb 

goes, "Tell me with whom you associate, and | will tell you who you are." As far as the latter is 

concerned, it must not be forgotten, of course, that some people secretly sympathize with those 

whom they shy away from publicly confessing. By the way, we have more respect for a Luthardt 

who makes no secret of his synergism than for a synergist who is indignant when he is so called. 
W. 


Honestly admitted. In the April issue of his Missionsblatt, Pastor Th. Harms speaks out 
about the doctrinal dispute about the election of grace that has arisen in the Synodal Conference 
(he erroneously writes: Missourisynode). After rightly emphasizing that pure doctrine and 
unadulterated sacrament are the main thing, he writes: "We do not have to carelessly watch the 
dispute from afar, but have to take a stand on it ourselves and speak openly about it. And so he 
does. But what position does he take? Does he believe and confess with us the doctrine of our 
confession of the election of grace, which is the doctrine of the Word of God? Alas, no! He has 
taken his stand with our opponents. After still mentioning the well-known quirks, he continues, 
"But in recent times there (Missouri Synod) has arisen a doctrine of election by grace, which can 
hardly be called a quirk, but such a questionable doctrine that it threatens to blow the whole 
Synod apart." This last had long been the 
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Hope of our enemies. To God be eternal praise and glory that they have so far become disgraced 
in this and are still becoming more so. Pastor Harms is now represented by a missionary, who 
asks very simple-mindedly: "Is there no one who will oppose the Missourians in their Calvinistic 
doctrine of the election of grace?" He then makes the honest confession that "our fathers have 
so beautifully and so comfortingly developed the doctrine of electing grace of the Concordia 
formula," and adds, "without yet giving the smallest finger to synergism (cooperation in the work 
of conversion)." Of our orthodox fathers, of whom he names Johann Gerhard, Calov, and 
Quenstedt, the latter is true-whether also of our present opponents? These cry out the 
presentation of the doctrine, of election by grace, as our Concordia formula gives it, as Calvinism; 
this our fathers did not do. Pastor Harms in his sermons "At JEsu's Feet" writes: "After Christ has 
purchased and given salvation, there remains for us only the liberty to choose between Christ 
and the devil. It is left to man to accept salvation in Christo-or to cast it from him." (Page 39.) 
Quoted in "Magazin fiir evang.-luth. Homiletik" Il, 62 and 63. Sentences of the same content are 
found several more there. From this the Christian reader may judge for himself whether Father 
Harms "gives the smallest finger to synergism" or not. If, by the way, he and the missionary think 
that our fathers developed the doctrine of election by grace so beautifully and so comfortingly, 
they are very much mistaken. It is precisely by their unfortunate development that they have 
robbed the doctrine of elective grace of its sweetest and most powerful consolation. Or what 
consolation can a poor sinner, afflicted and afraid by the devil, the world, and his evil flesh, have 
from it, when God has chosen, after foreseeing that man would persevere in faith to his last 
breath? For this is the very thing that challenges him, whether he will persevere in faith to the 
end. The old Adam might find it very flattering to hear that God had chosen, after he had seen 
that man would persevere in faith to the end. The new man finds not a drop of comfort in this. 
For, according to this doctrine, a Christian can never be sure of his election; can never be sure 
that he will really bring about the end of his faith, the salvation of his soul; he must doubt it all his 
life. But what kind of Christian is this? How will he endure the cross, suffering, temptation, and 
agony? Therefore a Christian must have the certainty of a blessed exit from this sorrowful valley 
of tears and lamentation. Doubt of this is his death. He must be able to join with joy in the 
confession of the church: "I believe that the Holy Spirit... | believe that the Holy Spirit will give me 
eternal life together with all believers in Christ," and without hypocrisy add: "This is certainly true." 
Yes, he must be able to defy the enemies of his soul's salvation and triumphantly proclaim with 
the royal prophet David, Ps. 23:6: "Goodness and mercy shall follow me all the days of my life, 
and | will dwell in the house of the Lord forever. But he can do all this only if God's grace and 
Christ's most holy merit are the two sole causes of election, and not something that is in man 
himself. Very remarkable, however, is the honest confession of the further development of the 
doctrine of election by grace in the Concordia formula. What do our opponents here say to this, 
who argue with every conceivable artifice that the Concordia formula teaches exactly what they 
suppose our fathers teach? L. E. K. 

Unfortunately, Fr. Harms proves to be a Latermannian in his missionary bulletin of May in 
the section on conversion. He writes: "Until freedom of choice is restored through Word and 
Sacrament, the Lord will do everything in His power to restore the faith. 
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In the restoration of freedom of choice, the human being joins in and chooses Christ and his 
salvation, or rejects him and persists in his resistance until the end. From then on the Lord also 
reckons with the will of man, and here lies the deepest mystery, which only finds its revelation 
and solution in heaven, namely, the relation of divine causation to human freedom restored in 
Christ." Many a man is now a synergist who himself chides synergism! W. 


Saxon Regional Church. Among others, the two Protestant members Sulze and Seydel 
sat in the regional synod meeting in Dresden in May of this year. When on this occasion the 
synod was to vote a vote of thanks to the church government for the new agendas, the two 
named declared themselves against it and motivated their refusal to agree, according to the 
"Pilgrim from Saxony" of May 29, "with the fact that in it (in the new agendas) the faiths and 
dogmas existing in the Saxon state church were not to be taken into account. For example, the 
Penitential Day liturgy contains a dogmatic formula that has long been overcome, calls upon 
Christ as God (!), speaks of His holy birth, His agony, His bloody sweat, and other things that 
many educated men today can no longer tolerate. Even the "Pilgrim" confesses that "one should 
have made it clear to these Protestants that they really have no right at all in the church to speak 
of God. They have no right in the church, least of all in the ecclesiastical office. Since it is no 
secret that Sulze does not have the Christian faith, and since the trial held on his behalf in the 
previous synod remained fruitless, and since the hour of Damascus, which was wished for him, 
has not come, he has publicly and repeatedly denied any recantation of his false doctrine, and 
he continues to deny the divinity of Christ, We would have found it advisable if the Synod had 
taken this opportunity to switch from the defensive to the offensive and had testified how 
intolerable it is for the national church and its congregations when they are given and left with 
such pastors who deceive them of their Christian faith.. If, however, the time was not found 
favorable for this here, then every synod member is free to make motions, and it surprises us 
that, since the high church government did not come to speak of this matter in its decrees, an 
inquiry concerning it has not already been addressed to it from the midst of the synod" (not even 
by Prof. Luthardt, who, after all, belonged to the synod). We must add: how can a church still 
call itself Lutheran, when preachers belonging to it, in the face of the representation of the same, 
and indeed as its co-representatives, may deny Christ and His work of reconciliation and 
redemption, without any action being taken against them? W. 


Heidelberg. The faithful part of the congregation has not been able to obtain from the 
Protestant Association equal rights of the directions that a like-minded pastor be appointed for 
him. He then turned to the Oberkirchenrath with the request that Professor Frommel or such a 
clergyman be authorized to administer Holy Communion to him. The request was granted after 
the Heidelberg church council declared that "for the sake of peace" it would not object. For the 
sake of peace does not mean for the sake of equality, but only to prevent separation. 

(N. Ztbl.) 
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The Synergistic Pelagian Doctrine of Grace Election. 


(Continued.) 


Now that we have shown what we understand by the synergistic-Pelagiayan 
doctrine of election by grace, and what in our Church has ever been regarded as 
such, and rejected and condemned as such, historically and documentarily proved 
from the writings of friend and foe, it is time that we now make application of this to 
our present opponents in the doctrine of election by grace. 

The first, general reason why we accuse our opponents of this false doctrine 
of the election of grace is simply this, that, without being able to oppose us with a 
single clear word of God or a single clear sentence of our confession, they, solely on 
the basis of all kinds of inferences of their blind reason, condemn us as Calvinists 
because we teach according to God's clear word with our confession: That "the 
mercy of God alone, and the most holy merit of Christ, and not also in us, is a cause 
of God's election, for whose sake God hath chosen us to eternal life" (p. 557. § 20.), 
that therefore also a faith foreknown in us by God is not nor can be a third cause of 
the same. Already from the rejection of this undeniable divine truth, our opponents 
are so clearly convicted of the error of a synergistic Pelagian doctrine of election by 
grace, that no further proof is needed. For he who rejects and heresies a truth, 
thereby reveals that he certainly pays homage to the opposing error. But now our 
opponents reject and heresy our doctrine that faith (because in this case it must be 
a meritorious work) is not a third cause of election. Thus our opponents, by their 
rejection and denunciation of this doctrine of ours, whether they realize and admit it 
or not, reveal that they make faith a causa impulsiva (a God-moving cause) of election 
to blessedness, that is, a meritorious one, 
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The first is that the reason for the election is at least partly meritorious, and so they 
reveal themselves to be gross synergists. The only thing that | can say for sure is that 
| am not a man, but | am a man, and | am aman, and | amaman, and! am aman. 

Our opponents, of course, say that they are far from making faith the motive of 
election; what is asserted and held by them is only this, that the election was made 
"in view of faith," namely, that in God's thought faith does not follow, but precedes, 
the decision of grace. - Well! But, we ask, if this were really so, why do they insist so 
decidedly at least on this theory of theirs? - 

They say, first, because, according to God's clear and plain words, man is 
justified and saved by faith alone. -How? this should really be the cause? Impossible! 
At least not in the case of those who know how to think and reason to some extent; 
for it does not require much sagacity to see that, if faith is allowed to follow the election 
of grace, instead of preceding it, this does not change the least in the doctrine of 
justification and beatification by faith alone. Yes, if it be taught that faith follows 
election by grace, as the effect of it in time, the very doctrine that faith alone justifies 
and beatifies in the sight of God is rather most gloriously confirmed, far from being 
thereby in any way set aside, damaged, or even denied. "Yea," say our opponents, 
"would it not be wrong to teach that faith does not precede justification and 
blessedness, but follows the same? Must it not, then, be equally false to maintain that 
faith does not precede, but follow, election of grace?" To this we answer, by no means 
is the latter the case. For faith must precede justification and beatification only 
because righteousness before God and blessedness, though acquired by all men, 
are appropriated by the hand of faith alone, and thus become man's own. Election by 
grace, election, and ordinance to blessedness, on the other hand, is not such a good 
acquired by all men, which is seized and appropriated by the hand of faith, and so 
becomes man's own; "for," says the Lord, "many are called, but few are chosen." 
When once Huber wanted to impute this false doctrine to the Wittenbergers, Hunnius, 
Gesner, Leyser, they protested against it with all seriousness. They wrote in their 
"Thorough Refutation," etc., of 1596: "Dr. Huberus writes thus: It is taught in the 
Visitation Book that every man should appropriate to himself the election of grace, 
which cannot be done unless a general election and provision from God is made over 
him. 
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The answer: That men should appropriate and apply the election of grace to them 
is nowhere written in the Visitation Book. But the words on the 299th leaf are thus: 
‘So faith is required in the election of grace, that we should accept with true living 
faith the grace of eternal election, which was granted to us in Christ and was 
encountered for his redemption alone, and that we should each apply and 
appropriate it to ourselves/ There we hear that we should apply and appropriate the 
grace of eternal election to ourselves by true faith; but that we should appropriate 
the election and election of grace itself, as Dr. Huberus speaks, to ourselves by 
faith. Huberus, by faith, is nowhere to be found here or elsewhere in the Visitation 
Book. Now there is much another, the grace and mercy of God, which is included 
in the election of grace, and is over all men, which we must also take hold of and 
appropriate to ourselves by faith; then also another, the plenary election of grace, 
and election or election of God in itself." (Consil. Witeberg. 1, 608.) The same thing 
is testified to by S. Schmidt 70 years later, when he writes: "Neither does this faith 
seize the benefit of predestination, as it seizes the benefit of justification, 
sanctification, etc., in order to acquire the predestination of God. seizes to make 
predestination his own, as he obtains his justification by faith; but from 
predestination the believer comforts and strengthens his faith, that he says with the 
apostle, 'If God be for us, who may be against us?" *) 

That man, according to the word of God, is justified and saved before God by 
faith alone, and that by the faith that precedes it, cannot possibly be the reason, at 
least among our opponents who are able to think, why they reject and condemn the 
doctrine that faith follows election as its effect in time, and so obstinately defend the 
doctrine that faith must precede election in God's thoughts. For faith stands in a very 
different relation to election by grace, than to justification and beatification. If they 
were to maintain that faith must precede election by grace, because both election 
and justification are divine acts of grace, they would also have to maintain that faith 
must likewise precede calling and conversion, for these, too, are divine acts of grace. 
This 


*) "Neque eadem fides apprehendit praedestinationis beneficium, ut apprehendit 
beneficium justificationis, sanctificationis etc., ut praedestinationem faciat suam per fidem, 
quemadmodum per fidem consequitur justificationem suam; sed ex praedestinatione suam 
consolatur et confirmat fidem fidelis, ut cum apostolo dicat: 'Si Deus pro nobis, quis contra 
nos?' " (Aphorismi theol. p. 295.) 
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But our opponents will hardly dare to assert it, for in so doing they would be asserting 
the absurdity that faith in the Word must precede the Word, conversion must precede 
conversion, nay, faith must precede faith! - "Yes," say our opponents to the other, "is 
it not an incontrovertible principle that God has resolved to do in eternity all that he 
does in time, that all that God does in time is but the execution of his eternal counsel, 
that counsel and execution must be the same?" We answer, Without doubt! But what 
follows from the fact that in the time of justification and beatification God always lets 
faith precede? Does it follow, then, that the decision to justify and save a man must 
be preceded in the mind of God by faith? Would not this be to identify the resolution 
to do something with the resolved act itself? - No, that God in time allows faith to 
precede justification and salvation, from this follows, as far as the divine resolution is 
concerned, only this and nothing more: that God must also have resolved from 
eternity to justify men and make them blessed through faith alone. And this is what 
those teach who let faith follow the counsel of God, as well as those who let it precede 
the counsel of God. The axiom, therefore, that what God does in time must agree 
with what God has decreed in eternity, cannot be the reason why those of our 
opponents who are capable of reasoning reject and heresy our doctrine, according 
to Scripture and the confession, that faith does not precede, but follows, the counsel 
of election in God's thoughts. 

What, then, alone can be, and what alone must be, the true reason, the true 
cause, why our opponents insist so obstinately on the advance of faith? - This can 
happen solely because they do not want to believe that man can become righteous 
and blessed out of God's mercy alone; solely because they think that man must do 
something on his part toward this end; and in order that this may be asserted without 
falling into the suspicion of Pelagianism, they hide behind faith; but in this way they 
make faith an achievement of man, his doing, his work. Under the beautiful title of 
faith, the most obvious doctrine of works is smuggled into Christianity, and man is 
made to half-part with Christ, for Christ has accomplished redemption on his side, 
but man must now offer faith on his side as his counter-offering. In short, the true 
reason that moves our opponents in their assertions and condemnations (no doubt 
without being quite aware of it themselves) is the old offense of reason and self- 
righteousness against Christ crucified. 
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Our opponents, of course, will declare this to be a groundless, even 
outrageous, simulation, and will reject it with great indignation. They will say, 
"Supposing we could not prove our doctrine of the antecedent of faith either from the 
fact that faith precedes justification, or from the fact that the execution of the divine 
counsels must harmonize with the counsels themselves, the reason is certain, that 
if we abandon the antecedent of faith, we are inevitably forced to the assumption of 
absolute predestination, to an arbitrary choice, to that mere "patterning. - Now, if it is 
to be said that one is thereby urged to the acceptance of the "Calvinian" doctrine of 
predestination, this is utterly untrue. Nor does an appearance of Calvinism follow 
from the doctrine that faith follows election as its effect in time. For true Calvinism 
teaches an unconditional predestination without Christ and faith, which precedes all 
other counsels. Christ and faith enter into Calvinism as mere instruments and means 
to bring about a predestination to salvation that has already taken place apart from 
Christ and faith. This doctrine, according to which God predestines sinners to 
salvation without Christ and without faith, overthrows the whole gospel of Christ, 
without whom there is no salvation, and of faith, without which there is no pleasure 
of God in man (Act. 4, 12. Luk. 24, 26. Hebr. 11, 6.); but this doctrine we also reject 
with our opponents with all our hearts. - But do our opponents, when they assert that 
the doctrine of the consequence of faith necessarily leads to Calvinism, mean to say 
that a doctrine according to which the elect are chosen solely for the mercy of God 
and for the merit of Christ, a doctrine according to which, therefore, God depends on 
election for the sake of the merit of Christ, a doctrine according to which God 
depends on election for the sake of the merit of Christ? a doctrine according to which 
God, in choosing, did not look at anything in the persons to be chosen, a doctrine 
according to which God, in choosing, did not even look at the faith foreseen in the 
persons to be chosen, a doctrine according to which, on the contrary, faith itself 
follows election as its effect in time, such a doctrine is Calvinism, for from this 
doctrine it necessarily follows that those not elected or rejected were arbitrarily 
passed over by God at the election - then we say that our opponents, with this 
assertion of theirs, first of all contradict the clear word of God and our ecclesiastical 
confession to the face, secondly, that they subject a doctrine revealed by God to 
reason, by seeking to prove the untenability of it by inferences drawn from it; and 
thirdly, and this is the main thing here, that they thereby only reveal their synergistic 
principles in the clearest manner. For, as far as the latter is concerned, the mystery 
inherent in the doctrine of election can only be solved for human reason, if one either 
agrees with Calvin on an absolute 
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The first solution is that the elect were chosen because they were better than the 
reprobates, and contributed to their blessed faith. Now, since our opponents rightly 
reject the first solution, they must either give up with us the attempt to solve the 
mystery here involved, and simply believe God, who says in the prophet Hosea, 
"Israel, thou bringest thyself to misfortune; for thy salvation is with me alone" (Hos. 
13:9.), or they must reject the mystery.), or they must solve the mystery 
synergistically; as they do, by adding faith as a third cause to the two in our 
confession as the only causes of election, the mercy of God and the merit of Christ, 
whereby the same is irrefutably stamped a performance, that is, a work of man, since 
in election, as in justification, it cannot be the mere grasping hand or the mere means 
of appropriation. 

But now that we have demonstrated that from the opposition, rejection, and 
denunciation of our doctrine on the part of our opponents, it is already a priori 
necessary to conclude that they have synergistic Pelagian views; In the next issue 
of this journal, we intend to conclude by proving a post-priori, from the way in which 
our opponents themselves explain and circumscribe their "in view of the faith," that 
their entire struggle against our doctrine, that is, against the doctrine of Holy Scripture 
and of our Church, as set forth by the latter in its public confessions, is being waged 
by them solely in synergistic-Pelagian interests. (Conclusion follows.) 


Conduct of the synergists against the confessors of Luther's doctrine of verse 
- a mirror of our time. 


Through the kindness of Director KrauB, we have received the following 
document: "Declaration of the Religious Disputes for the Necessary Instruction of the 
Churches and the Rejection of False Calumnies. Against the falsifiers of the true 
Augsburg Confession. By Nicolaum Gallum. Regensburg. 1559." 

The author, born in 1516 in Kéthen, entered the University of Wittenberg in 
1530, became a deacon in Regensburg in 1542 on Luther's recommendation, where 
he had to leave in 1548 because he resolutely refused to accept the Interim for the 
sake of his conscience. He fled to Magdeburg after having served for some time as 
a preacher at the castle church in Wittenberg. In 1553 he was called back to 
Regensburg as Superintendent and was welcomed by the congregation there with 
great rejoicing. Here he remained until his death, which occurred in 1570. Gallus was 
a faithful disciple of Luther, 
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Who, together with Bugenhagen and Creutziger, gave him the following testimony in 
the ordination certificate issued to him in Regensburg: "Nicolaus Gallus of Kéthen 
stayed in the school of our church for a decade and was decorated with the dignity 
of a Master of Philosophy for the sake of his scholarship and his fine, very good 
conduct. Afterwards, however, he demonstrated his scholarship and faithfulness, as 
well as his diligence, both in school and in church. Therefore we were pleased that 
he was appointed to the office of a deacon in the Regensburg church. Although, 
however, when he applied for ordination, his studies had been known to us before 
and we had found him capable, we examined him again publicly with diligence and 
also found out that he understood and held the teachings of Christ correctly and was 
attached to the pure understanding of the gospel, which our church confesses in one 
spirit and with one mouth with the general church of Christ, and that he bore an 
abhorrence of the enthusiastic opinions condemned by the judgment of the general 
church of Christ." (See Luther's Letters from de Wette, VI, 345.) As long as Flacius 
held Luther's pure doctrine in all its parts, he was his faithful comrade in controversy, 
but only so long. He was one of the most important fighters against the errors that 
were attempted to be introduced into our church after Luther's death and which were 
subsequently swept out of it by the Concordia formula. As soberly and moderately 
as Gallus proceeded in his struggle, he nevertheless had to learn that the crypto- 
Calvinists and synergists, especially the Wittenbergers, most shamefully 
misinterpreted and twisted the doctrine which he, faithfully following Luther, 
defended, and by rationalistic consequences which they drew from it, presented it as 
a quite monstrous one, and that a great many atrocious heresies, which he had 
always publicly rejected and condemned, were nevertheless imputed to him. In short, 
the dear witness learned then from his opponents, who played the part of faithful 
Lutherans, exactly the same thing that we must learn now from our opponents. If one 
reads what Gallus reproaches the crypto-Calvinists and synergists of his day, one 
finds oneself transported to our own time. As proof of this assertion, we share here 
the first pages of the "Declaration of the Religious Controversies" of 1559. There, 
Gallus writes as follows: "In some places, speeches, letters, counsel, and even public 
pressure are going forth (in part from respectable persons *)), as if some in our 
churches of the Augsburg Confession were teaching something repugnant, 
abominable, and blasphemous, especially about free will, about the disposition, and 
about good works. (It) becomes 


*) Without doubt Gallus has Melanchthon in mind here. 
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| and others, who up to now have fought with effort, work, hardship, and danger to 
preserve the truth against the falsifications of the true Augsburg Confession, have 
named the same against our slanderers, for the good of the common church. 
Therefore it is well to consider where it is meant by them, the same our slanderers, 
that they now pour out such horrible things from us. This is what is found among the 
great and the small, who believe what they so falsely pour out against us; for some 
of them do not read our writings, and are only attached to the persons; and some of 
them do not otherwise understand the things. 

"Since it is a matter of our persons, |, for my part, would be inclined to tolerate 
not only such a thing, but other things and more, according to the will of God, with 
his grace, for the sake of my dear Lord Christ. But since in us it is a matter of the 
matter itself and of the church that the truth is to be suppressed and the falsifications 
are to be continued against it, it is by no means proper for us to remain silent about 
this any longer; and for this reason, in order to support the truth and the correctness 
of things, | must first drive them (our slanderers) to the goal here, but inform the 
Christians that they know (which want to know) in what the dispute is or is not, so 
that it is all the easier to guard against error and to remain with the truth. 

"| hereby testify before God and His Church that, first of all, concerning the 
article of free will and therefore also the disposition,*) to my knowledge | have no 
further dispute with the same of our slanderers, except this: that man of himself has 
no free will to truly convert to God with a true heart of his own ability and good 
pleasure, and to believe in Christ; that free will therefore cannot be a cause of divine 
disposition and election; as, then, in order to preserve a little of the free will for 
conversion, they must also set and set disposition on the same, if they wish to 
preserve free will. **) 


*Gallus was therefore convinced that the article of free will is intimately connected with that 
of conversion, so that he who teaches wrongly of free will (with a view to conversion) does not 
teach rightly of conversion either, and that if anyone rejects the pure doctrine of conversion, he 
does so without doubt because he is not clean in the doctrine of free will, whether he himself 
realizes this or not. 


*“The word "free will" has fallen into such disrepute since the Concordia formula, and has 
become so treacherous, that our opponents are naturally careful not to say honestly that they 
must stand up for the powers of "free will" for the conversion of man. In substance, of course, 
they do it just as well as Melanchthon, Pfeffinger, and others once did; only that they use other 
words, and say, e. g., whether any one is converted before others and is chosen, that must lie in 
his "difference" from others, in his other "conduct," etc. But this is 
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"Against this, however, | set and contend: 

"For a man to be truly converted to God, there must first be a change of the 
natural mind, will, and heart; which change God alone makes by grace in Christ 
through Word, Sacrament, and Holy Spirit, as without merit, so also without the help 
and cooperation of human will; and God does the same according to his own will, 
not according to the free will of man, for he has none in this. 

"That God therefore also hath provided and chosen his own in Christ by grace, 
according to his own free will; merit and the doing of man's will not being considered. 

"That a man's will may be set free from the bondage of sins, in which he is 
ensnared by the devil, so that he may turn to God in Christ with a true heart and 
serve righteousness, comes to him only from election; election does not come from 
the will of man. 

And as in this (in this, | say) | contend against our slanderers, for which they 
have given us cause and compelled us with their falsifications itzo from the Interim, 
so | contend with them for the sake of other pieces nothing at all." As: 

"That after the fall a man may still to some extent have his free will to govern 
the members, to keep himself in outward discipline and respectability, also to hear, 
learn, remember God's word, before, in, and after conversion; *) 

"Also to do new spiritual works, and to serve God truly, after conversion. 

"To be able to abide with God in grace and godly living by the grace, help, and 
assistance of the Holy Spirit through the new spiritual will, and again to fall into 
disgrace and ungodly being by the old carnal will. 

"That before and after conversion, according to the manner and measure of 
his devoted will, he should and must steadily, diligently, and earnestly observe the 
revealed of his profession in the divine word, in spiritual and bodily things, waiting 
for spiritual and bodily blessings and the end according to God's will; 

"To keep himself therefore half blessed by faith and repentance (so long as he 
abideth therein) for strengthening and more comfort in 


is nothing other than a more cautious expression than that once used by the Pelagian-Synergist 
false teachers before the Concordia formula, who said it straight out that they had to stand up 
for the power of free will. 

*) Because Gallus, together with Luther, denied man free will in the spiritual before 
conversion, they wanted to make him a determinist who taught that man was forced by God to 
do good. 
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Certainly include Providence; exclude the unbelieving and impenitent (as long 
as they remain such) from it for warning and terror. 

"That such as are penitent are certainly provided, the impenitent are not 
provided; those that are penitent, to the end thereunto put off; these, the impenitent, 
to the end thereunto must be terrified. 

"That God neither wills nor works sin, neither wills the death of the sinner, but 
that he should be converted, and live, and will that all should be saved, even as he 
wills that they should all repent; yet giveth not his gifts alike to all, remaining true, 
wise, righteous for ever, etc. "*). 

"What then is the need of our slanderers," (i.e., what compels them,) "to cry us 
out thus falsely in the church, on account of these things, as if we were alike against 
them," (things) “all, without their meaning to displace us and the truth, and to carry 
through their errors? 

"What reason and appearance have they that our previous open writings 
should not almost" (completely) "answer for us and make them ashamed? If they 
want to use their poisonous consequences of human reason to prove their 
support against us, they should remember that such their proofs and blasphemies 
first went against Luther and other godly teachers, old and new, against the prophets 
and apostles, and in them against the Holy Spirit Himself, who, against free will, have 
left behind them that which we now teach, and for this reason have always had to be 
justified by human reason. (Luk. 7, 35.) **) 

"Neither is it lawful in the church (as they well know) to accuse any man of 
heresy from consequences or results; but it is said, Such and such thou teachest 
plainly contrary to God's word in such and such a place as to prove it publicly. 

"If it should apply, allhie just in this article with consequences handle, then we 
wanted to make them probably heretics in many articles (as they also well 
understand), since they are otherwise right from teach, but they themselves with their 
free will in it repugnant. 


*Gallus also had to experience that because of his doctrine of the election of grace he was 
accused of denying God's general will of grace, which shameful accusation our present 
opponents also raise against us. 


**Just so do our opponents now. They pose as if they only wanted to disgrace us with the 
conclusions they draw from our doctrine, while they, as good rationalists, only mock the divine 
truth. 
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"And since they falsely blame us for making epicures and despairers with our 
opinion (which is God's opinion in the prophets and apostles against free will), we 
can with truth blame them for making epicures and hypocrites with their opinion; who 
also loved their opinion because repentance should always be in their free will, *) 
and are therefore enemies to ours (opinion), that it should first be in God's will. And 
because this repentance, when God gives it, brings change of heart, it is sweet and 
comforting to true Christians, and bitter and terrible to others. But this and other 
things, together with the comparison of our own doctrine with one another, belong to 
the whole disputation. 

"From all this it is especially clear that it is not only a gross calumnia, but also 
an impudent, devilish lie that | should teach (as some blaspheme): "If a man be not 
provided, he is not helped by faith, repentance, or correction; For | do not by any 
means separate providence and calling from one another, but only combine them 
most exactly, and by calling alone lead to providence, but explain each in its 
measure, and not one for the other's sake, or both with one another (as they do), 
contrary to the clear divine word, take God, and admit man therein to be both clay 
and potter to his own conversion. 

"Now that | have clearly shown where the controversy is between free will and 
the will of God, and where it is not, the Christians will have to judge for themselves 
and excuse us from the false conditions. The great Goliaths, 
our repugnants, shall nevertheless go right under the eyes of us poor boys in this 
fight, and with unseemly weapons of untruth and blasphemy and sought-after little 
tricks, if not ours, yet spare themselves. 


*Thus must all those teach who make conversion, belief, and beatitude dependent on 
man's "conduct. To them conversion is not a divine awakening from death, not a rebirth, but 
nothing but a moral improvement, to which the Holy Spirit gives man, if he does not resist, his 
necessary assistance. It is therefore impossible to say how terrible Satan intends to do with the 
new doctrine. 


**) As is well known, Prof. Stellhorn raises the same blasphemy against us in his treatise, 
and does himself much too good on this "consequence of human reason"! 
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The mystery in the election of grace. 


Since the doctrinal controversy concerning the election of grace broke out, the 
actual "secret of the election of grace" has often been mentioned in our publications, 
especially in several articles of the last issues of "Lehre und Wehre. It has also 
always been clearly and definitely stated what this "secret" consists of. It is perhaps 
worth the trouble, after this point has hitherto always been treated briefly and as if in 
passing, to explain in more detail in a special article what we think and say about that 
mystery which we cannot elucidate with our reason, and about which even God's 
Word gives us no information, and what position in the whole of the disputed doctrine 
we concede to it. The writer of these lines has a double interest in this exposition. 
Among other things, our opponents take occasion from these statements of ours 
concerning "the mystery of predestination" to accuse us of Calvinism. Their doctrine, 
however, does away with all mysteries. In the following we will prove that everything 
we say about that "mystery" is toto heuere different from Calvin's secret decree. On 
the other hand, especially one of our opponents, Prof. Stellhorn, has pointed to an 
alleged disagreement among the St. Louisers, and thus, if we are not mistaken, has 
pointed to this questionable point, which is now to be discussed. We shall hereafter 
show, that the Missouri Synod, from the beginning, has, in this piece also, made quite 
the same speech which we are now making. At the same time, it will be shown that 
here, too, we speak with Scripture and the Confession, and that we represent the 
voice of the orthodox church. 

We speak of divine "mysteries" in a twofold sense of the word. First, the 
Scriptures often call all the doctrines of faith mysteries, inasmuch as human reason 
can neither invent nor fathom them, and inasmuch as it is utterly incapable of 
reconciling and balancing different and apparently opposed doctrines. But yet these 
same divine mysteries are so clearly and distinctly revealed to us in Scripture that 
we can form clear thoughts about them and speak of them in clear, definite words. 
The whole counsel of God concerning our salvation, which is and remains foolish to 
our reason, is revealed to us and lies bright and clear before our eyes. The doctrine 
of the election of grace also belongs to these divine mysteries, is a divine truth, which 
God has clearly made known to us in his Word for our consolation and blessedness. 
What God's Word has revealed to us about this article, what is useful for our salvation 
to know about it, we will summarize in the following sentences for the sake of clarity 
and comprehensibility. 
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At the same time, we place this teaching in the context of the Christian doctrine of 
salvation. 

God wants that all men are helped, that all men, all sinners become blessed. 
And because this is his earnest will, he has decided from eternity to redeem the sinful 
world. Christ carried out this plan of redemption and died for the ungodly. Christ is 
the propitiation for the sin of the whole world. And because salvation is found in 
Christ, in Christ alone, it is God's earnest will that all men, all sinners, should believe 
in Christ. Therefore the grace of Jesus Christ is offered to all sinners by the Holy 
Spirit through the gospel, and indeed earnestly offered, so that no one has an excuse 
if he rejects it. On the other hand, it is God's work and grace alone when a sinner is 
converted, comes to faith, and becomes blessed. We Christians attribute the mercy 
that has happened to us, our conversion, our faith, our sanctification, and the 
blessedness of which we are already certain by faith, solely to the undeserved grace 
of God. God has had mercy on our misery for Christ's sake; God has called us to 
Himself and drawn us to Himself, and has kindled in us the light of saving faith. Yes, 
we know from God's Word that God has taken such a serious interest in our calling, 
our conversion, our blessedness, that he has already held council and made 
decisions in eternity about our calling, conversion, and blessedness, and about each 
one of them. And this eternal counsel and decision of God concerning our calling, 
conversion, justification, preservation, blessedness, in virtue of which we are now 
called, converted, justified in time, in virtue of which we have come to faith and are 
preserved in faith and will attain to the end of faith, we call the counsel of 
predestination or the election of grace. If, on the other hand, so many others, 
unfortunately most men, do not attain the blessedness intended and offered to them 
by God, but perish, we know that they themselves are to blame. Their unbelief, their 
persistent unbelief, which resists to the last the grace of God, the enticing, urging, 
and urging of the Holy Spirit, is the only cause of their damnation. And since God, 
according to his justice, has established the standard that whoever does not believe 
should be condemned, he has also decided from eternity to reject and condemn all 
those who do not believe in Christ, precisely because of their unbelief. Their unbelief 
has caused God not to make them blessed, as he would have liked, but to condemn 
them. And because non-election is used identically with rejection, we can also 
express ourselves with Chemnitz that they are not elect precisely because they 
persistently resist the Holy Spirit. 
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. This is the will of God revealed in the Word. This, in brief, is the mystery of the 
election of grace revealed in the Word. In this way, with such and similar words, in 
such a connection of thoughts, we are to speak and teach about the election of 
grace. Thus the doctrine of the election of grace is a comfort to us and an assurance 
of our blessedness, and at the same time it guards us against certainty and 
presumption. 

In theology, however, the word "mystery" is used in a special, strict sense. 
When we consider and treat any Christian doctrine of salvation, we finally arrive at 
certain limits and boundaries beyond which we cannot go with our thoughts, beyond 
which God's Word also does not lead us. God has revealed his divine thoughts to us 
only so far as they are useful for our salvation. With his revelation he did not answer 
all the questions that arise from our reason; he did not want to satisfy our curiosity. 
So, too, in pondering the doctrine of election by grace, we eventually come to a point 
where we must reverberate, where God's Word cries out to us in a commanding 
voice, "This far and no further!" What lies beyond this point is and remains a "secret" 
to us in the proper sense of the word; it is hidden from us and, according to God's 
will, is to remain hidden from us. Now, when we speak of this actual "mystery," the 
opinion is not that we want to say at least something about that about which we 
cannot and ought not to say anything, but we only want to specify exactly at what 
point the darkness begins, which is the question to which God's word gives us no 
answer, for which we also desire no answer, which, as often as it enters our thoughts, 
we ought always to push back and stifle. This is how we differ from our opponents 
on the right and on the left, that we are willing to be modest and to put a rein on our 
brooding, while the Calvinists, like all coarse and subtle synergists, try to brighten up 
that darkness with their blind, foolish reason. 

And now, in the doctrine of election by grace, what is that hidden secret? At 
what point must we stop? What question remains unanswered? When we reflect 
longer upon the revealed truth that God, according to the good pleasure of his will, 
out of pure grace and mercy, for the sake of the merit of Christ, before the foundation 
of the world, has chosen us, us especially, then the thought, the question, arises: 
Yes, why has God chosen us especially, who by nature are not a hair better than 
others? "To choose, to elect" in the strictest sense of the word is a relative term. To 
choose is to set apart. God chooses some out of a mass and separates them from 
the rest. So then the question is, Why hath God chosen me above others, who after 
all am in the same debt as all others? 
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other children of men? Why did God choose me. Others not? But what God has 
done and is doing to us in time is only the reflex, the execution of his eternal counsel 
and decree. And so the question takes the following form: Why has God converted 
and drawn me to himself? Why did God kindle in me the blessed light of faith? Why 
does he not convert all sinners? Why does he not bring all men to faith? After all, 
they are by nature no worse than | am. And | am by nature no better than they are. 
Why does God restore one who has fallen away from the faith, but not another? Why 
did he grant repentance to Peter, but not to Judas? For it is all in his mercy alone. 
Now all that are lost are themselves, and that alone. are guilty of their own 
destruction. They have resisted the Spirit and the grace of God. They have hindered 
the efficacy of the grace that would have saved them by their resistance. This is and 
remains beyond all doubt, according to the revealed Word. He who is condemned 
has, by his unbelief, his reluctance, condemned himself, and forced upon God the 
sentence of condemnation. But our forward reason will not be satisfied with this 
decision of the divine word. It asks and concludes further: "| am in the same ruin with 
other sinners. Thus in me is found the same enmity against God that lives in all men, 
the same reluctance. God, God's grace alone, has taken away my reluctance and 
thus prevented it from coming to persistent reluctance in me. If | had remained 
overburdened to myself, | would have resisted and hardened my heart, like Pharaoh. 
Why, then, has God broken enmity and reluctance in me, but not in others? Why did 
he not take the sting out of the hearts of the unbelieving and impenitent right from 
the start? Why did he allow their wickedness and enmity to come to maturity? Why 
does God, reason asks, make such distinction among men? Is not this unequal, 
partial, that is, unjustly done? But here God's word falls into our speech, and bids us 
be silent, and asks the counter-question, Who art thou that thou wilt be right with 
God? We are not to ask like that. Here God has reserved something for his wisdom 


that he has not shared with us. Here lies the secret, the hidden. The discretio 


personarum, that God in time and eternity, in conversion as in election, seems to make 
a distinction among sinners who are all in the same condemnation, and are equally 
opposed, is the real "secret of the election of grace. Why God acts thus in the one, 
and thus in the other, we cannot and ought not to fathom. The rule by which God 
chose and separated in eternity is unknown to us. Only this much we know from the 
revealed Word, that God is just and impartial, even though 
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His thoughts of justice are much higher than our thoughts, and that in no case was a 
decretum Calvinisticum, i.e., the will and good pleasure of God to glorify himself on a 
portion of men, instead of through grace, through punitive justice, authoritative with 
God. We may ponder as we will; we can, if we remain within the bounds of God's 
revealed will, invent absolutely no reason for such a discretio personarum, which is, 
after all, before our eyes in reality and history. But for this very reason, because all 
thought is lost to us here, we say of a'"mystery" which by its very nature is indissoluble 
to our present understanding.) 

We emphasize that this "mystery" is not the primary thing in the doctrine of 
election by grace. We do not place this mystery at the head and draw all kinds of 
conclusions from it. We would go very wrong in doing so. The doctrine of the election 
of grace, as the Scriptures give it to Christians for their consolation, Rom. 8, Eph. |, 
2 Thess. 2, 1 Pet. 1, as it is treated in our confession, abstracts first of all entirely 
from this "mystery." God has revealed to us, and inculcates in us, that we Christians, 
who believe in his Son, are chosen and ordained from eternity to that very thing which 
we have now become in time, to faith, to Christianity, to that which we shall be, eternal 
blessedness. We Christians should take comfort in our eternal election, build our 
blessedness on God's work, grace, and election, and for joy and thanksgiving over 
such great grace completely forget everything else, the other people at first. And 
when we remember the many who are condemned, let us be warned above all things 
lest we also fall into the same example of unbelief. Only at last, when, in considering 
this doctrine, we come to such questions as have just been formulated, do we 
become aware that there is here an abyss which we cannot survey and surmount. 
But what is revealed to us of our eternal election is so enticing, rich, and comforting 
that we gladly turn our eyes away from that "mystery" and sink into the mild light of 
grace that shines upon us from the Gospel. It is not unimportant that this mystery be 
given its proper place, and that it be placed not at the beginning but at the end of our 
contemplation. 

The grace of God in Christ, revealed in the gospel, is the same to all sinners, 
except that most hinder the efficacy and success of grace. We do not insert into the 
grace of God an absolute decree of reprobation. The mystery of the difference is truly 
not this 


*) The writer of these lines meant nothing else than this discretio personarum when he said 
in Chicago that he did not know why God had not chosen the others. Only there was no time and 
opportunity to discuss this point in more detail. But he did not want to deny that it was revealed 
in God's Word why a number of people were rejected by God. 
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In this, that only in some the grace, and in others exclusively the righteousness of 
God, was evidenced. Even when we think of election as the election of grace, let us 
comfort ourselves in the eternal grace given to us in Christ Jesus, and not let this 
comfort be diminished by reflections on the fate of temporal believers and 
unbelievers. Holy Scripture entitles and compels us to such abstraction. When, on 
the other hand, we reflect on election, on separation, on the discretio personarum, our 
thoughts drift into the realm of the marvelous, omnipotent, omniscient action and 
government of God, the majesty of the Creator and Lord and Controller of all things. 
That "mystery" came to a head, as we have seen, in the end with the question: Why 
does God not break the opposition to grace in all sinners? Why does he not hinder 
unbelief? This brings us to the question which has always been included among the 


arcana Dei: Why does God permit evil at all? Why does he so often allow the wicked 
to have their way and wickedness to run its course? Yes, he even often takes evil 
into his service. This is one of the wonders of his world government. The question 
of discretio personarum is further divided into the following questions: Why does God 
lead and treat men so differently? Why does he lead some to repentance through 
his goodness, while we see others perish in misery and despair? Why does he bring 
some to knowledge and reflection through crosses and tribulations, while he feeds 
others with pure happiness, which makes them secure and overconfident? Why 
does he intervene so visibly in the course of the lives of some, and guide them, 
contrary to their purpose, to places where they hear the word of their blessedness, 
while he lets others go their own ways? Why does he take some to heaven by an 
untimely death, before they fall away from the faith, while he does not prevent others 
from departing from the truth and dying in their sins? Why does God allow so many 
infants to die in baptismal grace, while he allows millions of others to live who then 
sooner or later lose baptismal grace again? Why does God give righteous teachers 
to guide many to righteousness in one place, but not in another? Why does God 
make his gospel sound louder and purer in one country, and in such and such a 
period, while in other countries many generations one after another are not touched 
by the sound of the gospel? To these questions, which arise when we consider the 
leadership of individuals and the leadership of nations, we receive no answer here. 
These are the incomprehensible ways and unsearchable judgments of God. He who 
ponders such questions and thoughts too long tries to investigate the high majesty; 
he who even wants to be right with God about it masters God's majesty. And this is 
presumptuous. Nay, we worship the majesty, and rather dwell with our thoughts on 
the 


370The secret in the election of grace. 


We follow the clear, safe trail laid out in God's Word. We hear the gospel, discern 
from it God's will toward us, our gracious election, trust in God's grace in sorrow and 
joy, and guard against security. And we preach the same gospel of the grace of 
Jesus Christ to others, both friends and enemies, exhorting them to believe and 
accept it, and testifying to them that you yourselves are to blame if you reject grace 
and perish. This is revealed to us, this is commanded us, this is profitable to us and 
to others for salvation. What lies beyond this we leave to God, and gladly renounce 
to rule the world with him. 

It now depends on proving what has been said from Scripture and confirming 
it with the consensus of the confession and the orthodox teachers of the church. 

In the 9th chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, yes, in the whole section of 
chapters 9-11, St. Paul speaks of this mystery. What he says in this connection about 
election is not the first and most important thing he tells the Roman Christians about 
that eternal ordinance of God. He has already comforted them, in the eighth chapter, 
with the fact that God had already provided for them from eternity, had chosen them 
for Himself, had ordained them in the image of His Son, and had accordingly called 
them in time, justified them, and would certainly glorify them; yea, that even the 
sufferings must serve and promote them to glory. This is the clear, revealed doctrine 
of the election of grace, which he unfolds for the comfort of suffering Christians. In 
the ninth chapter he comes to speak of historical facts, the ultimate reasons for which 
should remain hidden even from enlightened Christians and inspired apostles. By 
proving that God has always had his elect in Israel, and that not all fleshly Israelites 
belong to the true Israel, that God, for example, chose Isaac before Ishmael, Jacob 
before Esau, he meets the objections of the all-mastering reason, which raises the 
accusation of partiality and injustice against God. With the words, "Is God unjust? 
Far be it!", v. 14, he indignantly rejects this accusation. But he does not think it 
necessary to justify the justice of the Creator before his creature. God is and remains 
just, even if his divine justice exceeds the weak human concepts of justice. The 
apostle is rather content to name certain facts about which man should not ponder 
further, let alone come to terms with God. He appeals to the word of the Lord in the 
Old Testament, "Unto whom | am gracious, | am gracious: and of whom | have mercy, 
| have mercy." V. 15. He draws the conclusion from God's conduct against Pharaoh, 
"He therefore hath mercy on whom he will, and he casteth out whom he will." V. 18. 
With this the apostle does not teach in ent-. 
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far from being a Calvinistic absolute decree of reprobation. For what does it really 
mean to harden? God hardens, fortifies the sinner in the condition, in the disposition, 
which he finds in him, in the evil which has grown out of the sinner himself, in the 
unbelief in which the sinner has fortified and hardened himself without any 
cooperation of God, indeed against God's will. God only hardens the unbelieving and 
defiantly resisting. The hardening is a just judgment of God upon those who have 
hardened themselves. This is evident from the example of Pharaoh. First the 
Scriptures report three times that Pharaoh himself hardened his heart; only then do 
they say that God hardened him. The term "hardening" implies the guilt of man. It is 
also to be observed that hardening is not a positive effect of it on the part of God, 
but that God ceases to work in those who have hardened themselves out of righteous 
judgment. Paul then goes on to consider that God has also borne the vessels of 
wrath with great patience, v. 22. So God has tried in every possible way to save even 
those who finally fall into wrath. But they have just despised the riches of his 
patience, goodness, and long-suffering, have hardened their hearts against grace, 
and therefore they are hardened and condemned by God. In the whole context, Cap. 
9-11. the clear, revealed standard and rule according to which God saves and 
condemns, namely, "He that believeth shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall 
be condemned," is not denied, but expressly confessed. The apostle speaks of the 
different fortunes of Israel and the Gentiles, and shows that the Gentiles believed 
the gospel, and were saved by faith; whereas Israel persistently contradicted the 
gospel, and were rejected for unbelief. In the former we are to behold and admire 
the goodness of God, and in the latter the earnestness of God. But this explanation 
does not, of course, remove all the difficulties which brooding reason encounters. 
Since in the case of the One all, faith and blessedness, depend on God's free mercy, 
we cannot understand why God, who is so rich in mercy and whose power surpasses 
all, has had mercy only on the One in the way he had mercy on Isaac and Jacob, 
why he chose only the One, converted him, and made him blessed, Why did he 
choose, convert, and save only some, while others, on whom he bestowed his full 
grace and patience, allowed and permitted them to contradict, to become entrenched 
in unbelief, and through unbelief to bring upon themselves the judgment of 
condemnation and damnation? The apostle does not solve this mystery. He leaves 
the facts of Cap. 9, 14. 18. uncriticized and forbids man to argue with God, his 
creator, about them. He is also well aware that what he said about the faith of the 
Gentiles and the unbelief of Israel does not cover all the fine strings of the 
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He has uncovered the pedagogy of God. Therefore, at the close of this passage, he 
exclaims, "O what a depth of riches, both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How 
utterly incomprehensible are his judgments, and inscrutable his ways!" Cap. 11, 33. 
Now once it pleased not God to set us beside him in the throne of majesty, and to 
make us his counsellors. It has not pleased the Holy Spirit to communicate to us all 
the norms and purposes by which God guides and governs the world, the nations, 
and the individuals. We are to remain humble in our limits and fine, and let ourselves 
be satisfied with what God has clearly revealed to us, that he who believes with his 
heart and confesses with his mouth will be saved, and that faith and salvation do not 
depend on our running and walking, but on God's mercy; that, on the other hand, all 
who fall into wrath and condemnation must accuse themselves, because they have 
just contradicted and not believed all their lives. 

. The passages in which the Ute Article of the Formula of Concord deals with the 
actual "secret" of predestination are well known. We refer only to §§ 52-64 of the 
Solida Declaratio. There it is emphasized "that God still keeps much of this mystery 
secret and conceals it from us, and reserves it for his wisdom and knowledge alone"; 
and to this "concealment" belongs "that God gives his word in one place, does not 
give it in another, takes it away from one place, lets it remain in another; item, one is 
hardened, blinded, given in a wrong sense (of course for the sake of his wickedness, 
his unbelief, but why does God not prevent unbelief?), another, as well in the same 
guilt, is again converted," and so on. But by confessing this mystery and 
circumscribing its region, the Concordia formula at the same time forbids "brooding," 
and draws our thoughts again and again to the region of revelation and the revealed 
Canon: "Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the guilt is thine; but that thou shouldest 
be helped, that is purely my grace." 

The authors and contemporaries of the Concordia formula are in complete 
agreement on this point. Especially in their polemic against the synergists, they also 
speak out about the secret of the discretio personarum; for it is, as has already been 
shown, the same secret that is present in conversion and in the election of grace. 
We recall first of all dicta that have already been cited earlier, in the September 1880 
issue of "Lehre und Wehre," pages 265-270. Jakob Andrea wrote in 1563: "That this 
grace or gift of faith is not given to all, since He calls all to Himself,is a secret, 
known to God alone, not to be investigated by human reason, to be contemplated 
and worshipped with timidity." In the Apology of the Book of Concord, written by 
Chemnitz, Selnecker, and Kirchner, it says: "When it is asked why God the Lord does 
not call all men to Himself (which He could do) through 
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his Holy Spirit convert and make believers, etc., we are to speak with the apostle: 
How incomprehensible are his judgments, and inscrutable his ways!" Chemnitz 
further says: "How is it then that God does not give Judah such faith in his heart that 
he could have believed that he could be helped by Christ? Then we must return with 
our questions, and say Rom. 11: O what a depth of riches!" etc. And Timothy 
Kirchner: "Since faith in Christ is a special gift of God, why does he not give it to all? 
Answer: We are to save the discussion of this question for eternal life." And 
Selnecker: "Although God could make willing men out of all unwilling men, yet he 
does not do so; and why he does not do so, he has his most just and wisest reasons, 
which it is not our business to investigate." We ask our dear readers to compare 
again the whole of the quotations printed in the above-mentioned place in their 
context. 

We add the following statements of orthodox Lutheran theologians of the 16th 
century. Christophorus K6érner, co-author of v. 6, in his Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Romans 1583, page 123, gives a quite correct explanation of the term 
"hardening" Cap. 9, 18: "God hardens when he forsakes the rebellious and defiant, 
turns away from them, as a punishment that they perish through their own guilt and 
God's righteous judgment." But he knows well that he has not solved the mystery of 
why God saves some. Others he has not solved. At the same time he says: "Miseretur 
Deus cui vult et hoc Dei velle liberum est, et quare velit aut non velit, ipsius arcano consilio 


est committendum, non curiose quaerenda causa," i.e.:"God has mercy on whom he wills, 
and this will of God is free, and why he wills or wills not is to be ordered to his secret 
counsel, one must not curiously want to inquire the cause." Joachim Morlin, in his 
confessio de libero arbitrio directed against the Synergists, writes: "But why God does 
not give birth to all again in the same way and kindle the light of faith in the heart of 
all without distinctionis 


oubtedly partly to be ascribed to his secret counsel, which we cannot inquire into, 
but partly it must be assumed, according to God's revealed Word, that he justly 
punishes some for their iniquities, even in their posterity." 0.0... eeeeeeeeeeeee See 


Schltisselburg, Catalogus Haereticorum v. 210. Further, "If any one urges it, and asks 
why God does not equally punish all men, whether punished or converted (cur igitur 
Deus non aequaliter omnes homines vel punit vel convertit), we give him the answer: we 
are to keep within the revealed word, we can determine nothing about such things 
as are not revealed." Loco citato p. 216. Similarly, Mérlin remarks that, "if God is not 
everywhere on earth at once and equally right- 
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The Lord said that he "would not give the pure teacher and his unadulterated word," 
that this "was not injustice or partiality on God's part," but "that he would observe 
the norm (regula) of justice in the most exact manner, not, of course, according to 
human conception and discretion, but according to his own judgment. L. c. The 
question, "Why does not God kindle faith in all, that they may lay hold on Christ?" 
he answers (page 228) thus: "Some things belong to the mysteries of God (arcana 


Dei), which we cannot and ought not to inquire into. Other things are revealed to us 
by God, which we ought to accept with all our heart. Revealed to ..us is that God 
wills to make blessed only those who believe in Christ, and that unbelief is out of us. 
But hidden are the judgments of God, why he converts Paul, converts not Caiphas, 
accepts again fallen Peter, leaves Judas to despair.” ...........:::005 Tilemann 
Heshus, too, in his refutation of the reasons of the synergists (Schliisselburg, p. 316, 
etc.), repeatedly speaks of that mystery, "why God chooses, calls, and gives birth 
again to the one," "allows the other to become obdurate (indurescere sinat)," "calls 
back to himself the one who has fallen, but does not change his will in the case of 
another," and remarks that "God has reserved this for his secret counsel, and we 
cannot investigate it without danger to our salvation." 

We thus observe a complete consensus among the orthodox teachers of our 
Church until shortly after the Formula of Concord. The motive which determines 
them to emphasize this "mystery" so emphatically is the holy timidity and fear that, 
in the transaction of our conversion and beatification, God's free grace and power 
may not be forgiven a whit, and that nothing may be detracted from His glory. By 
expressly rejecting any explanation of this wonderful mystery, they at the same time 
reject the Calvinistic explanation. That no Calvinistic vein is to be found in them is 
also evident from the fact that they direct the thoughts of their readers and pupils 
with all diligence away from the impenetrable mystery to the grace of Jesus Christ 
revealed in the Gospel, and, as often as they think of the "mystery," at the same 
time urge the revealed Canon: "He that believeth shall be saved; he that believeth 
not shall be damned. And God earnestly desires to make all blessed, and exhorts 
all to believe the gospel. That most believe not, and are damned, is their own fault." 
Whoever would accuse us of Calvinism, let him dare, and for the present stamp 
these fathers of the Lutheran Church, Luther at the head, in whose footsteps we 
walk, to 
Calvinists! 


Through the intuitu fidei, which subsequently obscured the doctrine of the 
election of grace, all "mystery" is also dissolved and abolished, if it is carried out 
consistently. But theologians of the seventeenth century who taught the intuitu fidei 
were also humble. 
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enough to deny their reason and acknowledge that mystery of the discretio 
personarum. We refer, for example, to Johann Gerhard. In his I-oeis (vol. 9, p. 358), 
where he speaks of the knowledge of the blessed, he confesses the following 
proposition of Augustine: "Ibi quidquid nos nunc latet, manifestum erit, ibi ratio manifesta 
erit, cur hic electus sit et iste reprobatus, cur hic in regnum assumtus et ille in servitutem 
redactus; cur alius in utere moritur, alius in infantia, alius in juventute, alius in senectute; cur 


alius pauper et alius dives etc." That is to say, "There (in eternal life) shall be revealed 
that which is now hidden from us; there shall be revealed the cause why this man is 
chosen, and that man rejected; why this man is exalted to dominion, and that man 
condemned to servitude; why one dies in the womb, and another in childhood; 
another in youth, and another in old age; why one is poor, and another rich," and so 
on. We are especially interested in the first part of this sentence. There Gerhard 
says (for Gerhard expresses his own opinion in the words of Augustine): In eternal 
life we shall know what is now hidden from us, the reason why the one is chosen 
and the other rejected. Gerhard knew this very well, and did not temporarily forget it 
when he wrote down those words, that all who are rejected are rejected because of 
their unbelief. But he knew also the other, that with this known answer not all 
mysteries of God are solved. Why God should choose one by free grace, and leave 
another in unbelief, so that he should be rejected for his unbelief's sake, he could 
not and would not understand, nor did he use Calvin's false key, that God acts here 
merely according to his sovereign power. And therefore he taught that one must feel 
this recognition and comprehension towards eternal life. 

What is taught in the foregoing has also been the teaching of the Missouri 
Synod from time immemorial. It is nothing new and individual. It has already been 
recalled that Prof. Walther, in the 18th volume of "Lehre und Wehre" (1872), page 
240, spoke of the "inexplicable mystery" "why certain men come to faith and are 
saved, while other men do not come to faith and are lost," and that he finds the same 
mystery in predestination. The Synodal Report of the Western District of 1877, page 
106, likewise speaks of a "riddle" which will only be resolved for us in eternity. And 
this riddle consists in the fact that we cannot understand why God does not convert 
all men. That Prof. Schmidt of his time also knew and wrote of an "impenetrable 
mystery of conversion and election by grace" has already been proved in the April 
issue of 1881, pages 140 and 141. Our 
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Saxon and Nassau brothers in faith, who have independently investigated the truth, 
likewise cannot discuss the doctrine of the election of grace without repeatedly 
mentioning this "pivotal point", the inscrutable, divine mystery, "why God only gives 
faith to some and not to others". Cf. "Counter-Testimony against Pastor Hein. By the 
pastors Brunn, Eickmeier, Stallmann, Hempfing." Evangelic Lutheran Free Church 
1881, No. 8 and 9. 

It should be noted once again that this "mystery" is not the primary, nor the 
most comforting thing in the doctrine of the election of grace. How Christians are to 
be comforted by the revelation of the election of grace is shown above. Nevertheless, 
it is not superfluous or useless to touch on this mystery in the right place. As little as 
God's Word reveals this mystery, it nevertheless says that there is such a mystery. 
And that we are told this is useful and necessary to us, so that we may learn better 
and better to crucify our wanton, speculative reason. At the same time, this "mystery" 
is a test of whether one stands correctly in the doctrine of the election of grace and 
of conversion. G. St. 


Lecture on the election of grace by Prof. H. G. Stub at 
Madison, Wise. 


Translated by A. Cramer. 


The doctrine of the Word of God and the Lutheran confessions of the same, 


with special reference to the two forms of teaching according to which it has 
been presented. 


In letting this lecture go out into the world, | must call attention to the fact that 
it was delivered in Madison at the request of the congregation as an expression of 
my position in the doctrine of election by grace. What moves me to publish it is partly 
an unduly abbreviated and inaccurate, indeed downright inaccurate, excerpt 
circulating in various papers; partly, and principally, it is prompts from many different 
quarters, both preachers and laymen, even those who follow the other form of 
doctrine. It was thought that it could serve to eliminate misunderstandings, and to 
pave the way to a better understanding by demonstrating how, in spite of different 
doctrinal forms, one could nevertheless stand on the same foundation of faith. The 
lecture is, except for some insignificant changes in form, almost unchanged as it was 
delivered. | have only added a part of notes, which | ask the reader to save until he 
has finished with the lecture itself. For one or the other 


by Prof. H. G. Stub at Madison, Wisc. S77 


To others who would like a little more enlightenment on various matters than is 
possible to give in a lecture, they may be of some use. 

My hope and prayer to God is that even this small post may help in something 
to bring what has been separated back together. 


In April 1881. H. G. Stub. 


My listeners! It is with the consciousness of more than ordinary responsibility 
that | take the floor today. Every sermon certainly carries with it a great responsibility. 
For it contributes, or at any rate ought to contribute, something to the blessedness 
of men. No conscientious preacher would not go before the congregation of God 
with the consciousness of responsibility. For he knows that this is the most 
responsible time of his life. So much, so very much depends on the way in which he 
presents his cause. 

But | say: it is with the consciousness of more than ordinary responsibility that 
| come before you today. For now, the teaching we are dealing with is so difficult, so 
profound, so mysterious, that it is rightly called the "great mystery. It cannot be 
avoided that many things will seem obscure to this and that. There are knots that | 
cannot untie for myself if | merely want to stand by what seems to me to be the 
simple, simple opinion of the words. How much less will | be able to untie them for 
others! | know, of course, the various attempts at a solution, but | must not adopt any 
of them. Opposites, then, will stand unresolved against each other both in this 
doctrine and in so many other doctrines. Then it is also the case that, when there is 
a dispute about a doctrine, every word wants to be put on the gold scale. An 
unfortunate turn of events, an unfavorable utterance, may be the deciding factor for 
some in their judgment of the whole matter and determine their future ecclesiastical 
attitude. 

But - in God's name, although my physical condition is extremely bad, *) | will 
try to explain what is right according to my heart's conviction. In the meantime, | must 
now **) take into consideration one thing and another, which | did not initially think 
to touch upon, and preface it with something that, strictly speaking, does not belong 
to the doctrine of election by grace itself, partly in order to eliminate a rather general 
misunderstanding and a false impression, or at least to counteract it. 


*) Due to illness | had to stop my lectures at the theological seminary. 


**) Namely, according to an earlier account. 
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The first is that the doctrine of the election of grace itself may be brought into its 
proper light. It is necessary, says our confession, that these things be summarized, 
"if one wishes to think or speak rightly and with fruit of eternal election, or of the 
predestination and ordination of God's children to eternal life. "*) Since, then, | have 
a wide and difficult field to cover, | hope that the congregation will show forbearance 
if my exposition should seem somewhat long. 

| believe with all my heart that God loved the whole world, and that he wants 
all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth. | believe that God 
sent his Son into the world for all, and that Jesus Christ gave his life as a ransom for 
all. There is not one man in the whole wide world whose sin JEsus has not borne, 
for whose sin JEsus has not atoned. | believe that God comes in the means of grace 
with the fruits of Jesus’ bitter suffering and death, with the forgiveness of sins, life 
and salvation to every sinner for whom the word sounds, in order to make him a 
partaker of it, in order to save him. God not only wants all to be saved, but also wants 
all men to come to the knowledge of the truth; he wants to bring them to faith, wants 
to keep them in faith. God also brings men to the knowledge of the truth, to faith, to 
salvation, provided they do not stubbornly and persistently resist. 

There is no man on earth who has the right to think and say, God certainly 
does not want my blessedness. It says, "Many are called, but few are chosen." And 
it is not to be supposed that | of all people should be among the few. What good is it 
for me to hear the sermon, to read God's word? For if | am not chosen, it is all in 
vain! Take heed, take heed, that is my counsel. For this is the voice of the murderer 
of souls, who, by bringing in here the doctrine of election to grace, will destroy thee 
for time and eternity. You have nothing to do with the doctrine of election by grace, 
unless you have first become a child of God. The doctrine of election is a doctrine of 
comfort for the children of God, especially under the cross and temptation, as the 
confession says. To want to ponder and brood over whether you are chosen, and to 
want to find out first of all, will either lead you to presumption and carnal security or 
plunge you into despair. Listen to what Luther says: "Follow the epistle to the end. 


) Concordienbuch, ed. Miller, p. 707, §13. 
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Romans in their order, first be concerned with Christ and his gospel, that you may 
know your sin and his grace, then contend with sin, as Paul teaches from the 1st to 
the 8th chapter, after which, when in the 8th chapter you will come into contest under 
the cross and suffering, in the 9th, 10th, and 11th chapters you will be taught 
providence, how comforting it is." It is also a great sin to think, "The sermon, the 
word, do me no good. There is nothing, nothing that can help you but the Word. This 
teaches you to know the mind of God toward all men, that is, toward you also. Not 
only are you given forgiveness of sins, life and blessedness, but in and with the 
gospel, in and with the gifts, you also receive strength to accept the gifts. 

If you are condemned, you will not be able to accuse God on that great day, 
as if he were to blame for your damnation or had failed to do something, but you will 
have to accuse yourself, crying out for all eternity about you. When millions and 
millions sink into the eternal lake that burns with fire and brimstone, when the abyss 
echoes for all eternity with the cry of despair of the damned, the Lord our God will 
still sit on the throne of his glory as the same Father of mercy and love who wanted 
to save all, and not a shadow of guilt will fall on him. For it is everlasting that God will 
not the sinner's death. "As surely as | live, saith the Lord GOD, | have no pleasure in 
the death of the wicked." *) This he hath testified and sealed with his word, with his 
deeds, with tears, and with unbreakable oaths. But this also is eternally sure: "Israel, 
thou bringest thyself into calamity." **Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the 
prophets, and stonest them that are sent unto thee, how often have | sought to gather 
thy children together, as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye would 
not." T) 

The reason and cause that a man does not come to faith and become blessed 
does not lie in God, but in man. The reason why a man does not come to faith and 
is not saved is solely his unbelief, his reluctance. Certainly there is a decree that men 
shall be damned who are really damned, but notice this: the reason why so many 
are not chosen, and why God had to make a decree to let millions and millions perish 
eternally, does not lie in his good pleasure, does not lie in the fact that he originally 
willed it this way, but is the reason and the cause. 


*) Ezech. 33, 11. Cf. 2 Peter 3, 9: "God does not want anyone to be lost." 


**) Hos. 13, 9. 
t) Match. 23, 37. 
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The cause of this decision lies solely in man's unbelief and reluctance. *) God could 
not but condemn them, because they were rebels to the end, majestic criminals who 
would not lay down their arms and therefore must suffer their punishment eternally. 

But | do not only believe that God earnestly desires that all men should be 
saved; | do not only believe that those who are lost are lost through their own fault 
because of their unbelief, but | also believe that there is an eternal election by grace. 
For surely and clearly it is said to us, "Many are called, but few are chosen. "**) As 
surely as | reject predestination or election to death and destruction, for the Scriptures 
nowhere teach such a thing, but rather forbid me to believe it, so surely do | hold fast 
an election or predestination, a predestination or election of grace to blessedness, 
for these the Scriptures teach me not in one, but in very many places. t) In the Epistle 
to the Ephesians, chap. 1, 3-5, we read: "Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, who hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly things 
through Christ. Forasmuch then as he hath chosen us through him before the 
foundation of the world, that we should be holy and without blame before him in love, 
and hath ordained us to filial adoption unto himself through JESUS Christ, according 
to the good pleasure of his will, to the praise of his glorious grace." And v. 11: "By 
whom we are come to inheritance, who were before ordained according to the 
purpose of him that worketh all things after the counsel of his will." This passage has 
been regarded in the Lutheran Church as a principal passage for the doctrine of 
election to salvation. The confession of the Lutheran Church in this doctrine is based 
on this passage and on the 8th chapter of the Epistle to the Romans. 


*) In the above-mentioned "excerpt" it says: "If one asked why God had chosen some and 
not all to blessedness, this was a mystery which no mortal could fathom, since the Scriptures 
give no enlightenment about it." That | have said nothing of the kind is evident from my own 
words, and it is purely incomprehensible to me how anyone could have brought such a thing out 
of them. As definitely and clearly as | was able, | said that the reason why so many were not 
chosen was their unbelief and their reluctance. (Note from the editors of "Doctrine and Reproof": 
Prof. Stub evidently does not speak here of the secret of the discretio personarum, of which 
another article in this volume of our theological monthly speaks, according to which it is a secret 
why | of all people am chosen before others. Why the others are not chosen, or why so "few" 
are chosen, is not a mystery; we have the key to it in Scripture, namely, it is their persistent 
unbelief, their stubborn resistance). 


**) Matth. 22, 14. and 20, 16. 
t) A special election of grace was denied in old days by Sam. Huber, in more recent times 
it is denied by not a few German theologians. 
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especially built, and | know of no teacher from the older times of the Lutheran Church 
who has a greater name, who did not expound them of the election of the children of 
God to blessedness. In the Epistle to the Romans chap. 8, 28-30. we read, "We know 
that all things work together for good to them that love God, who are appointed 
according to the purpose. For whom he did predestinate, he also ordained to be 
conformed to the image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many 
brethren. And whom he hath ordained, them hath he also called: whom he hath 
called, them hath he also justified: whom he hath justified, them hath he also 
glorified." 2 Thess. 2:13. it is said, "But we ought always to thank God for you, 
beloved brethren of the Lord, that God hath chosen you from the beginning unto 
salvation, in sanctification of the Spirit, and in the faith of the truth." In the Epistle of 
Jacob, chap. 2:5, we read, "Hearken, my brethren, hath not God chosen the poor of 
this world, rich in faith, heirs of the kingdom, which he hath promised to them that 
love him?" And in Peter's first Catholic Epistle, addressed to the scattered strangers 
and pilgrims, to the persecuted and from all sides afflicted children of God in Asia 
Minor, we have in the first chapter from verse 1-10 such a wonderfully glorious and 
comforting description of election and the certainty of blessedness, that if anything 
should be able to lift them above the tribulations of earthly life, and make them forget 
what they suffered, it must be this. In all these passages, according to my conviction, 
only an election to blessedness is spoken of, and if | should bring testimonies to this 
effect from the Fathers, | should in truth not know where to begin and where to end.) 
To this we can add Apost. 13:48: "And believed, as many as were ordained unto 
eternal life," and many other passages, especially from the 9th and 10th chapters of 
Romans. 

If we now move on to the confessional writings of the Lutheran Church, we find 
in the Formula of Concord a separate article that deals with the eternal election of 
the children of God to eternal blessedness. The confession distinguishes in the most 
definite way between God's 


*Such theologians in the 17th century, as for example Seb. Schmidt and Joh. Gerhard, do 
not want to know that the word "elect" or "chosen" should be used in the Scriptures in more than 
one meaning, namely of the election to blessedness, if one disregards passages where it is men 
who elect something, or where it is spoken of an election to a bodily good or to an office. Seb. 
Schmidt treats about 30 passages which in his opinion deal with the election to blessedness, 
e.g. Matth. 24, 22. Marc. 13, 20. Joh. 13, 18. 15, 16. 1 Cor. 1, 27. 28. Eph. 1, 4. Jac. 2, 5. Matth. 
20, 16. 22, 14. 24,24.31. Marc. 13, 22. 27. Luc. 18.7. Rom. 8,33. 1 Petr. 1,1. Revelation 17,14. 
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Providence, i.e., God foreknowing and knowing all things before they come to pass, 
and God's eternal election. "The providence of God is over all creatures, good and 
evil." *) "The eternal election of God, however, vel praedestinatio, that is, God's 
ordinance to salvation, is not especially over the pious and the wicked, but 
only over the children of God, who were chosen and ordained to eternal 
life before the foundation of the world was laid, as Paul says in Eph. 1:4, 5: He hath 
chosen us in Christ Jesus, and ordained us to filial piety. "**) 

From these words, at any rate, it appears to me irrefragably that our confession 
cannot take election in a so-called broader sense, according to which redemption 
and the means of grace should generally constitute a part of election. For then the 
confession would have to teach that salvation and the means of grace concern only 
the children of God, that therefore salvation and the means of grace do not both 
concern the pious and the wicked; in other words, the confession would have to 
teach that salvation and the means of grace do not concern all men. But this is not 
Lutheran, but Calvinistic doctrine. Christ's redemption and the means of grace both 
apply to the pious and to the wicked, apply to all men, "but," says the Confession, 
"the election is over the children of God alone, who are ordained to eternal life." 

But from these words it is also clear that the Confession understands by 
election only an election to salvation. How could the Confession express itself more 
clearly than it does? It says, "God's eternal election is only for the children of God, 
who were chosen and ordained to eternal life before the foundation of the world 
was laid, as Paul says in Eph. 1:4, 5: He hath chosen us in Christ Jesus, and 
ordained us to adoption." In another place the Confession says, according to the 
Latin text, that it speaks of those who attain eternal blessedness. t+) This, therefore, 
is my firm conviction, that according to our confession, as according to the passages 
of Scripture on which the confession is founded, there are no other objects of election 
than those who die in faith, than those who are saved, not all men, not those who 
believe for a time. | find 


*) Concordienbuch, Muller, p. 704, § 3. 
**) Concordienbuch p. 705, § 5. 
+) Concordienbuch p. 554, § 6, "who there shall be eternally blessed", Latin: "qui salutem 
aeternam consequuntur". See also Concordienbuch p. 709, 8 25: "because the elect alone shall 


be saved." Likewise p. 713, H 43: "we are chosen unto salvation by grace in Christ according to 
God's provision." Rom. 9, 11. 2 Tim. 1, 9. 
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also that a long series of theologians in the seventeenth century - | do not want to 
say all, because the word all can sometimes become a dangerous word - e.g. Hutter, 
Hunnius, Carpzov, Olearius, Cundifius, men who were particularly concerned with 
the explanation of the Concordia formula, assert this as the clearly stated doctrine 
of the Concordia formula in the most definite way. | find that Aegidius Hunnius, who 
may well be regarded as the father of the so-called other form of doctrine, to which 
we shall come later, in his disputations against Samuel Huber, who towards the 
close of the sixteenth century taught an election of all men, is the most definite of all 
men. In his disputations against Samuel Huber, who towards the close of the 
sixteenth century taught an election of all men, he says: "If Huber wishes to take 
account of the oath by which he bound himself to the Book of Concord, he will not 
in future apply the passage in Ephesians - namely, that God has chosen and 
ordained us to filiation - to his election of all men, but will confess with us that this 
alone must be declared by those who attain eternal blessedness." | find that a whole 
faculty, on the occasion of the controversy with Huber, made the declaration, that in 
the Formula of Concord it was spoken of "so broadly, and with such definite regard 
to particular election," that they think no man of sound senses could be found who 
either could, or dared to deny it. With such sharp words, - which, by the way, was 
not so rare a thing in those days, - these men repudiated the opinion that the 
Concordia formula should understand by the elect others than those who are 
blessed.*) An election to blessedness, an election by grace to blessedness, a decree 
to blessedness, is therefore certain for me according to Scripture, confession, and 
the testimony of the fathers. The people who will be saved have been chosen for 
this purpose. No one is saved except the elect, and the elect are those who die 
believing in the Lord Jesus Christ. 

But now the question remains: Since the Scripture teaches an election to 
blessedness, what has moved God to choose those who will be blessed? Or what 
is the cause of the blessedness of the blessed? We have heard that God has 
not ordained nor chosen any man to destruction, but that what moved God to 
determine to condemn those who will be condemned is something in man alone, his 
unbelief and his rebelliousness. We have heard that the cause of man's destruction 
is his wickedness. 


(*) Abr. Calov, Joh. Gerhard, Seb. Schmidt, and whole series of theologians, who want to 
know nothing of the fact that Scripture understands by the "elect" also those who believe for a 
time, but only those who will be saved, naturally do not want the confession to take the word 
"elect" in any other sense than it has in the passages of Scripture on which it is based. 
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Is his unbelief and his rebelliousness. Now this is so close to stumbling: If this be so, 
then, on the other hand, the cause of man's choice to blessedness must also lie in 
man. Man's good conduct, man's will or cooperation, or at any rate man's faith, must 
be what induced God to choose him. The cause of man's election to blessedness 
must be faith, as the cause of his destruction is unbelief. It is apt to stumble to 
conclude thus, | say. But above all, let us not be too quick to conclude. It may well 
be seen that such a conclusion cannot stand before the judgment seat of the Word 
of God, and before the testimony of the confession. "We have now come to one of 
the greatest difficulties, which probably cannot be completely solved," says one of 
the most eminent theologians of this century.*) The problem (the question) is, of 
course, easily solved if one wants to say, as Calvin did, that God has ordained one 
part to blessedness and the other to damnation, or if one, with Pelagius**), lets the 
eternal counsel be conditioned by the divine foreknowledge of the good conduct of 
human freedom. Both parts are just as simple and easy as they are at odds with 
Scripture. But the solution attempted by later dogmatists from Gerhard onward is 
not satisfactory either. t) He concludes his argument with the words, "I also like to 
find myself standing before a mystery." 

It is needless to say that the question is not whether a man will be saved 
without faith. No, not one soul shall be saved that believeth not. For he only that 
believeth shall be saved. 

Again, it is probably needless to remind you that the question is not whether 
God, as an omniscient God, foreknew faith like everything else in the world. To deny 
this would be to deny God's omniscience. This is why the Confession says: 
"Therefore there is no doubt that God has foreknown and still knows before the time 
of the world which of those who are called will believe or not believe. Item, which of 
the converts will remain steadfast, which will not remain steadfast, etc. tT) 

But the question for me is simply whether the cause of des 


*) Thomasius, the well-known professor at Erlangen. 


**) Pelagius, the father of the Pelagians, drawing a line through the doctrine of Scripture of 
the natural state and constitution of man, naturally had to bring in the conduct of man as a 
solution. 
t) This is the so-called other form of doctrine, according to which God erwahlet in 
consideration of the foreseen faith; Thomasius calls it an unsatisfactory attempt at a solution. 
tt) Concordia Book pp. 715 and 716, § 54. 
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Whether the election of man to blessedness is these two things: God's 
mercy and Christ's merit, these two alone, or whether there is any third 
cause. Now, in all the passages which | have read concerning the election of grace, 
is there any cause mentioned besides the mercy of God and the merit of Christ? | 
have found nothing but "God's good pleasure," "God's purpose," "God's love and 
Christ. And what does the Confession say? "The eternal election of God, however, 
not only sees and knows beforehand the blessedness of the elect, but is also of 
God's gracious will and good pleasure in Christ Jesus a cause, so that our 
blessedness, and that which belongs to it, creates, works, helps, and promotes; on 
which also our blessedness is thus founded, that the gates of hell shall not be able 
to prevail against it (Matt. 16:18), as it is written, 'My sheep shall no man pluck out 
of my hand' (John 10:28). And again, "And as many as were ordained unto eternal 
life believed. *) (Acts 13:48.)." Further, the Confession says: "Accordingly we reject 
the following error: 

1. As if it were taught that God would not that all men should repent and 
believe the gospel. (This is rejected. This is Calvinistic.) 

2. Item, when God calls us to himself, that it is not his earnest that all men 
should come to him. (This is rejected. This is Calvinistic.) 

3. Item, that God would not that any man should be saved, but, without 
respect of their sin, by the mere counsel, purpose, and will of God, hath ordained 
them to be damned, that they cannot be saved. (This is rejected. This is Calvinistic.) 

4. Item (is rejected), that not only the mercy of God and the most holy merit 
of Christ, but also in us is a cause of God's election, for whose sake God has chosen 
us to ‘eternal life.**) Further, in another place: "Therefore it is false and unjust when 
it is taught that not only the mercy of God and most holy merit of Christ, but also in 
us is a cause of God's election, for whose sake God has chosen us to eternal life." 
t) Could the Confession have expressed itself more definitely in this matter than it 
does? 


1) Concord Book pp. 705 and 706, § 8. 
2) ) Book of Concord p. 557, §§ 17, 18, 19, 20. In the first three points the "Calvinistic" 
errors are rejected, in the fourth the Pelagian, semipelagian, and synergistic. 
t) Concordia Book p. 723, § 88. 
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This then is the form of doctrine followed by the theologians of the sixteenth 
century, and especially by the Confession. This is the presentation that is called the 
first form of doctrine. According to this form of doctrine, the opposites are left as they 
are, with no link between them: on the one hand, unbelief is the cause of man's ruin, 
neither more nor less; on the other, God's mercy and Christ's merit are the cause of 
man's election to salvation, neither more nor less. 

(To be continued.) 


(Taken from the Saxon Ev.-Luth. Free Church of 1 July). 


The "Allgemeine evang.-luth. Kirchenzeitung" and our doctrine of election by 
grace. *) 


It is not uninteresting how the various ecclesiastical parties who want to be 
Lutheran express themselves about the present doctrinal dispute over the election of 
grace, especially since this question is the most intimate and reveals many spirits. 
We do not want to say the latter about the Luthardtsche Kirchenzeitung, since this 
newspaper and the direction it represents have long been obvious as thoroughly un- 
Lutheran. But it does not seem superfluous to us to see our judgment of this 
hypocritical sect calling itself Lutheran confirmed again and again within the so-called 
Lutheran national churches, which are so often torn and fissured by countless parties. 
We have already repeatedly pointed out that the aforementioned sect is not so much 
an ecclesiastical as a political one, namely, a political one with an ecclesiastical 
veneer, an ecclesiastical-political one, which is not really concerned with God's Word 
and Luther's teachings, but with conservative interests, with the preservation of 
external ecclesiasticism and the like, entirely in the manner of the Roman and the old 
Pharisees. How this sect, with its main representatives and in its papers, stands on 
doctrine in general, especially now on the doctrine of election by grace, dear readers 
can clearly see if they remember how Prof. Luthardt in Leip- 


*Very significant for the present doctrinal position of the leaders of the Synod of Ohio and 
others is the recognition in the "Lutheran Standard" of July 16 of the article of the "Allgemeine 
Kirchenzeitung" discussed here, for whose author the "Standard" considers Dr. Ruperti and 
whose decision against our doctrine it calls a "clear judgment". That the "Standard" would sink 


so low so quickly as to publicly identify itself with obvious synergists is more than we feared. 
Having arrived on a slippery slope, the wagon rolls inexorably toward the depths. 
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zig sammt seinen Glaubensgenossen (cf. Ruhland's "getrosten Pilger aus dem 
Babel etc.", p. 77 ff.) makes faith and conversion a work of man, and thus holds 
together what can be read in the "Zeitschrift fur kirchliche Wissenschaft und 
kirchliches Leben" ("With the cooperation of well-known representatives of science 
and practice edited by Dr. Chr. C. Luthardt, issue IV, 1880"). There it says on page 
204, among other things: "Moreover, as far as 'universalism* is concerned, if we look 
more closely, the New Testament speaks only of an organic, never of an atomistic 
universalism, which extended to every single individual. All nations, Jews and 
Gentiles, all classes of men, all estates, are destined to salvation according to God's 
will (I Tim. 2:4. Rom. 3:29. 10:12. ff. II:32.); that every individual should be blessed 
according to God's will is nowhere asserted in the New Testament." We see there 
the accursed Calvinistic heresy going peacefully hand in hand with the accursed 
Papist. Nor can this alienate us any more in this ecclesiastical-political sect. For a 
concern for the pure Word of God, a concern for the blessedness of souls, is 
unknown to it. What it warms to is really only two things, namely: "science" and 
conservative interests. Thus the Luthardt'sche Kirchenzeitung spoke its own mind 
when it wrote in the April | issue of the American General Synod, in reference to the 
present doctrinal controversy over the election of grace, that it "naturally has no 
understanding for this struggle. Ignorance and indifference can warm neither for nor 
against it." But now that practically all church papers have expressed themselves 
with respect to this doctrine, and without exception agree in their condemnatory 
judgment against us "Missourians," Luthardt's could well dare to throw at least one 
more stone in its turn, without thereby causing offence to anyone among its readers. 
Thus, in No. 21 of May 27 of this year, the Kirchenzeitung, in an article entitled "Der 
in der Missourisynode ausgebrochene Streit Uber die Gnadenwahl" ("The dispute 
that has broken out in the Missouri Synod over the election of grace"), does not 
deprive itself of accusing our dear Professor Walther of a "heresy. Walther of a 
"heresy" (heresy) and of a "predestinatian error" and to write of our Lutheran- 
symbolic doctrine of the election of grace, especially of the proposition that election 
is a cause of faith: "Now, of course, this is in direct contradiction with the doctrine of 
the Lutheran Church, but in harmony with the Calvinistic doctrine of predestination." 
The same people dare to write such a thing, or rather to have it written, who in 
another place literally say: "That every individual should be saved according to God's 
will is nowhere asserted in the New Testament"! Since we already know a good part 
of this sect, we would not be surprised if they did not even blush at this reproach, 
but rather told us that we are not to be blamed. 
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would insolently assert to his face, "Yes, dear man, we have said that in a ‘scientific’ 
paper, where we "kraus macken" things; in the pulpit we would not teach such things 
either." So notice, dear reader, if you have not already noticed it, that this Luthardtian 
church-newspaper party does not teach what it believes, and does not believe what 
it teaches, while at the same time these Pharisaic hypocrites incessantly accuse the 
Sadduczean sect of the Protestant Association of falsehood because the same 
whitewashes its heresies in the pulpit and speaks in Biblical ecclesiastical terms. - 
So much in general. May the dear readers now only allow us to emphasize some 
points from that article, in order to shed new light on that newspaper and sect, so 
that no doubt remains that our admittedly very sharp assessment of it is not unjust. 

Because Walther *) indignantly rejects any Calvinistic conclusions, he thereby 
"entangles" himself, as the Kirchenzeitung writes, "in inconsistencies and 
contradictions" and asserts propositions which "do not want to cohere with his 
definition of the election of grace. It thinks that the "diversity of human conduct 
against those who effect salvation . . . offering grace" is "the only key to the solution 
of the riddle". From this we see again how this rationalistic sect, in its scientific 
conceit, does not deign to put its finger on the mouth of the Apostle Paul, to leave off 
reasoning and speculating, and to cut off disputation where God's Word has 
expressly forbidden us to solve apparent contradictions, the solution of which we are 
rather to look to the heavenly school for. Of course, such after-theologians do not 
know such a thing, whose "theology" actually only begins where all revealed theology 
ends. For their "theology" is nothing but rationalistic philosophy. Because these 
shallow and superficial theologians, by virtue of their "scientific" standpoint, are 
unable to enter into the depths of things, they like to pick at a number of expressions 
so that one may admire their erudition and scientificity. 

As the Kirchenzeitung says, "some expressions of the Formula of Concord lack 
the full conceptual sharpness. Reference is made to § 27 of Article 11 of the Formula 
of Concord, where the passage Rom. 8, 29 is freely rendered as follows: "whom God 
has provided, chosen, and ordained, he has also called. "Guilelessly," thinks the 
church newspaper, the passage is thus rendered. For this annoys them, as it does 
all our opponents, that Luther has translated "provided" in this passage, and not, as 
they would have liked, "foreknown." But it annoys them still more that the 


*) The church newspaper writes standing only "Walther", obviously to indicate that all other 
confessors are blind followers. 


And our grace election doctrine controversy. 389 


Concordia formula for the explanation of this "provide" still adds a "erwahlet", 
because they can now no longer say that the Concordia formula understands 
"provide" as much as "foresee" or "foreknow". Furthermore, also in § 23 of the 
Concordia formula, the expression "in graces considered" is said to be "not entirely 
transparent," as the Church Newspaper thinks. Now every child understands, to be 
sure, what this means: "thought of in grace." But modern "theologians" of such great 
"conceptual acuteness" as the writer of that article would like to read out of the 
"considered in grace" a "foreknowledge," and because that does not go well, the 
Concordia formula lacks "full conceptual acuteness," and the Concordia formula is 
supposed to be to blame for the fact that no agreement was reached in Chicago. 

Incidentally, it is very significant what the church newspaper remarks about 
the actual point of contention. It cites Walther's words from the report of the Chicago 
Conference, where he says: "What Prof. Stellhorn says makes me full of concern 
that the real point of contention between us lies in the doctrine of conversion," and 
to this the Church Newspaper quite correctly remarks: "So it is." But now follows a 
passage which puts the "conceptual acuteness" of the author of that article in a 
peculiar light. For there it says: "Walther knows no middle ground between synergy 
(participation) and repugnance (resistance). That mere passive se habere (behave 
purely suffering) of the Concordia formula, that distinction of a double repugnance, 
a natural one, which grace has to overcome in every man, and the wanton and 
malicious repugnance, which grace cannot overcome because it will not forcibly 
overcome it (non cogit, sed trahit, i.e., it does not compel, but draws), does not seem 
to be there for Walther." Walther - is not to know that in conversion man behaves in 
a purely suffering way! If only the church-newspaper would confess this very thing 
with Walther and all of us, we would be of one mind! But it finds the "key to the 
solution of the riddle" precisely in the conduct of the man who is converted, for the 
fact that man behaves in a purely suffering way and does not resist is supposed to 
come from man himself. Does this then mean "behaving in a suffering manner" when 
one himself breaks and hinders the courageous resistance? That is just the 
question, how man comes to "behave in suffering"? From himself and out of himself? 
Then it is no longer "behaving like a sufferer. That is just what is meant by the "mere 
passive se habere," that God alone does everything in conversion, but man nothing; 
that God breaks and hinders the natural and willing resistance, and man suffers 
such doing of God in him, but not that such suffering of man would in turn be a 
conduct performed by himself, that is, a doing. That writer of the article evidently 
does not know the mere passive se habere of the Concordia formula, has, as it seems, 
scarcely heard of Missourian writings. 
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seen more than the minutes of the Chicago Conference, and talks of the color at all 
like a blind man. It must be an ignoramus and a neophyte to whom Luthardt's church 
paper has opened its columns. 

Very characteristic of the standpoint of the above-mentioned party of the 
Church Newspapers, not only, but unfortunately also of that of our newest 
opponents, who find in the former a not exactly honorable alliance, is the statement: 
"We confess that the consolation of the doctrine of predestination thus conceived 
has been incomprehensible to us," etc. etc. The whole doctrine of God's counsel of 
salvation is indeed consoling, but this consolation is not really different from that 
which flows from the doctrine of justification and preservation. The whole doctrine of 
God's counsel of salvation is indeed comforting, but this comfort is not really different 
from that which also flows from the doctrine of justification and preservation. That is 
to say, in plain words, the doctrine of the Formula of Concord, which finds a special 
consolation precisely in the doctrine of election, and in general simply to strike out 
the doctrine of election. Thus, of course, the Church Magazine knows no certainty of 
election. When it is spoken of, it is a quite foreign field to them. For no science, no 
matter how great its "conceptual acuteness," can reach it, because here it is a matter 
of the mystery of faith. For certainty is precisely a certainty of faith, as our dear Dr. 
Walther and our old dogmatists speak of so deliciously and comfortingly. Now, as 
soon as the man of the Luthard sect hears anything of this, he thinks at once again, 
in his "conceptual acuteness," to make the exceedingly scientific conclusion: "Thus 
Walther dissolves both his assertion of the specific consolatory effect of the doctrine 
of election and of the unconditional certainty of the grace of election itself." For where 
such men speak or hear of faith, faith must at once be a "condition," because they 
know of no other faith than that which is man's own work, deed, and achievement, 
and on which a Christian must look in order to base his certainty. Because these 
worldly wise men do not understand that it is the very nature of faith not to look to 
itself, but to God's word and promise, they naturally understand nothing of the 
certainty of election, for, looking at themselves, they naturally cannot help saying that 
the marks which they find in themselves also fit those who believe for a time, i. e., 
those who believe only for a time and then fall away again, that is, who do not find 
themselves elect. Nor do they know anything of the difference between the law and 
the gospel; hence all the threatenings, admonitions, warnings, etc., of the law, which 
must constantly be given to our old Adam, such as, "Create ye salvation with fear 
and trembling," do not enable them to come to the certainty of their faith and election. 
The "conditional" assurance, of which the opponents speak so much, is no 
assurance at all, for he who not only speaks in this way, but also believes, is evidently 
not under grace, but under the law. Thereby we meet 
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The first sentence of the book, "My salvation, which is in the most secure place, rests 
in God's hands, which rests in God's irrevocable purpose", sounds almost like 
certainty of faith, but on closer examination proves to be a vain, empty phrase and 
again throws a peculiar light on the "conceptual acuity" of its author. There it is said, 
"My salvation, which is secured in the safest place, in the hands of God, which rests 
on the irrevocable purpose of God, | must nevertheless, as long as | walk here (1 
Pet. 1:17.), regard as at any moment liable to be lost." We do not in the least dispute 
this sentence, if we take it in the right sense, and understand the certainty of salvation 
from the infallible certainty of faith, but the perishability of salvation alone, inasmuch 
as we thereby look to ourselves, and have no faith. But this is not how the author 
wants it to be understood. For he wants to deny the infallible, undoubted certainty of 
salvation and election. What then does it mean, "My salvation is secure in the safest 
place"? Does it mean, "My soul"? Certainly not, for that is what he denies, but "my 
salvation. What is that? Perhaps Christ? For he is my salvation. Yes, of course, he 
is the safest of all places. But what is that, and how does it help me? My salvation? 
An abstract salvation, that is, a thought-thing? There is no such thing for a believing 
Christian. Such a thing haunts only the minds of those who miss the "full conceptual 
sharpness" in the Concordia formula. It almost makes one feel good to read a 
sentence like this: "The true consolation in all temptation lies in God's general will to 
save, in the efficacy of the means of grace, and in the possibility thereby given of 
being brought again and again into the state of grace through repentance and faith, 
and finally in trusting in God's faithfulness, which wants to keep the faithful to the 
end. But once we know how little serious that sect is about the general will of grace. 
Secondly, they know only a "possibility," not a certainty of re-pardon, and to the 
"confidence in the faithfulness of God" must always first come the confidence in one's 
own faithfulness, if one wants real consolation and real certainty of blessedness. 
From such a standpoint, of course, we cannot expect any understanding for the 
consolation that flows from eternal election, and since Christians, who have become 
certain of their perseverance and final blessedness by trusting in the universality and 
exclusive efficacy of God's grace and faithfulness, are still exceedingly wonderfully 
comforted in this certainty by the fact that in faith they can consider themselves elect, 
whose blessedness is so much in God's hands that it was a decided matter even 
before the foundation of the world. If our newest opponents cannot find themselves 
in this, how can the people of the Luthard church newspaper sect? 

With regard to the "remarks of a more general nature" in the above-mentioned 
article, we would also like to make just a few brief comments on our part. 

Oddly enough, in one athem, it says, "The Missouri Synod. 
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will, of course, restore doctrinal unity within its body by excluding dissenters," and 
then, "The glory of Missouri: absolute doctrinal unity is gone." Did ever a Missourian 
boast of being in absolute doctrinal unity with all the world? The man of "conceptual 
acuity" obviously does not know what he is writing. 

When the said article then, following up Dr. Walther's remark in regard to Dr. 
Sihler's and Pastor Firbringer's former way of teaching *), remarks that that way of 
teaching was formerly tolerated in the Missouri Synod, that was "a strange 
concession, of which it is worth while to take act," and because this seems "strange" 
to him, cannot understand the whole struggle of Missouri against lowa (!), when he 
further comments on vr. Walther's statement that that former doctrine was not 
actually the voice of the Synod, but the private voice of Dr. Sihler and Pastor 
Furbringer, that it had not been his, remarks: "certainly a not uninteresting word," 
when at last he writes': "But it is at any rate most astonishing to hear from the mouth 
of a Missourian the assertion that the doctrine of election by grace does not belong 
to the ground of justifying faith, that is, to the less fundamental articles of faith," all 
this evidently stems only from the author's entire ignorance in regard to the lowa 
controversy as well as to the whole doctrinal position of the Missouri Synod. If he 
had occupied himself a little with the matter, he would have read long ago that we 
"Missourians" know well that "an absolute unity of faith and doctrine is not possible 
in this life, and nothing more than a fundamental unity is attainable" (e.g., "Doctrine 
and Doctrine" 1868, p. 107); he would have known that there is a great difference 
between "non-fundamental," "open," and "church-dividing" questions, and so on. But 
it is evidently, as | have said, a neophyte who has written that article. Thus he also 
does not know that Missouri has always counted the doctrine of the Antichrist (to 
which he once again comes on this occasion) among the non-fundamental ones, and 
allows himself the scornful remark that it seems as if one need not adhere to 
"Missouri's favorite dogmatist, Baier,” the "Magister" or Master, on this point. For he 
points out that the "Lutheran" had asserted at the time: "Whoever does not believe 
that the Pope is the true Antichrist cannot be considered a Christian, much less a 
Lutheran. As is well known, however, the "Lutheran" never wrote this, but he wrote 
(Year 31, 1875, p. 90): "For my own person, at least, it is not only inexplicable, but it 
strikes me with horror, 


*) The two aforementioned noble men used to express themselves less correctly before 
the present doctrinal controversy broke out, as such things are nothing new in the Church, but 
now, praise be to God, they professedly stand with us completely for the right doctrine of election. 
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If a man pretends to be a Lutheran, i.e., a man in whose heart Christ and his Gospel 
live, and who also knows the Pabstacy (and at least the Lutheran pastor ought to), 
he has even a doubt that the Pabst at Rome is the real Antichrist." Such falsifications 
and calumnies, however, we have already become accustomed to, and can no 
longer be noticed. 

Thus it is indifferent to us whether it is ignorance or malice, if the church 
newspaper is "astonished" that we cannot consider the doctrine of the election of 
grace to be one which is absolutely necessary for every man to know for salvation, 
and then again asks in astonishment why we are at all disputing about this doctrine, 
of which it itself confesses that "the Concordia Formula has devoted a whole article 
to it. We know well, on the one hand, that not all the doctrines of Holy Scripture are 
equally necessary and important for salvation, but that, on the other hand, not a 
single one may be concealed, much less, if a dispute arises about it, disclosed. (God 
willing, we will return to this point in more detail another time). 

The church newspaper concludes with a lament over the fracturing of the Free 
Church, which threatens to become a war of all against all. No one can feel the 
lamentation more than we. But we do not wish to be ungrateful. The present article 
of Luthard's Kirchenzeitung has again brought home to us quite clearly what an 
unspeakable grace and blessing of God it is that we in our little Free Church, in spite 
of many a difficult struggle, may retain the delicious good of doctrinal and faith unity 
and be unconflicted with the various sects, directions, and parties by which the so 
horribly devastated national churches are fissured and torn apart. Therefore we cry 
out to them: "Weep for yourselves and for your children! 

Was it once again a carelessness of the "Allg. evang.-luth. Kirchenzeitung" to 
get involved in a dispute about doctrine? Or has the dullness of mind and conscience 
of its readers already become so great that it can unhesitatingly serve up to them 
such editorials as the one in question? We fear the latter, and although we know that 
we have written sharply in the foregoing, very sharply, we fear that it would hardly 
be sharp enough to penetrate only one such dulled conscience, insofar as our voice 
should at all reach where the voice of science and politics tends to drown out the 
voice of a simple testimony of faith. 

Her. 
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Father Th. Heine, once a student at our Concordia Seminary, writes to us on 
May 11 of this year that the Lutherans in New Zealand have also been touched by 
the controversy over the election of grace that has broken out here. For a testimony 
of how he himself stands, he shares with us an excerpt from two sermons on the 
election of grace, which he recently held before his congregation. Judging from the 
given excerpt, Father Heine, as we did not expect otherwise, teaches with us in 
accordance with Scripture and confession, also in regard to the designated subject. 
We shall be permitted to single out only the following passage, which shows clearly 
enough how the doctrine of election is also conducted in New Zealand, on the other 
side of our globe. Mr. P. Heine writes, among other things: "When Rom. 8:29, "Which 
he provided before," is rendered by the words, "Which he saw before as persevering 
believers," it is a question of how the addition, "As persevering believers," is 
understood. This addition may be understood as equivalent to "as such in whom 
God, because they will not wilfully resist, will work faith.' If the addition be so 
understood, then the sentence, 'Whom he foreknew as persevering believers,’ is 
false; for the foreknowing is then conditioned by what happens in time, namely, that 
he who comes to faith will not of himself resist faith." (The underlined has been 
underlined by Mr. P. Heine himself.) "The foreknowledge of God then becomes the 
consequence of what happens of man in time, as the foreknowledge of all the sinful 
acts of men in time is the consequence of their actually happening now. So 
understood, as | have said, this proposition is false and synergistic, if nothing more. 
But if | understand the sentence, "Which he foreknew as persevering believers," to 
be equivalent to, "Which he foreknew as those in whom he would work persevering 
faith by grace, according to the good pleasure and counsel of his will," it is right. 
Then the addition, "As persevering believers," does not condition the foreknowledge, 
but only describes the object of the foreknowledge: namely, which are those whom 
God saw before, or, what is the same, before the foundation of the world was laid. 
Such seeing of God must be a special seeing. He chooses those who will be saved. 
W. 

Prof. Dr. Luthardt writes in his "Theol. Literaturblatt" of July 8 in the review 
of a pamphlet by Dr. Adf. Zahn: "God does not merely offer grace, but this offering 
is accompanied by an inner effect (the motus inevitabiles of our ancients), which 
makes possible for man what, moreover, would not be possible for him 'of himself’. 
Thus, then, God converts man, and on the ground of this 
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In the light of God's converting effect, man enters into conversion, "converts" (sensu 


intransitive, as e. g. Hollaz says). From there, if it is permitted to add a personal word, 
the author will perhaps learn to judge more correctly about me, as he does about 
the Lutherans, and will no longer make me a disciple of Erasmus and the like. | teach 


in accordance with the Formula of Concord: in conversione homo se habet mere passive, 
conversio, of course, not of the whole time-filling process which we usually call 
conversion, but (e. g., with Calov: conversio temporis) of the process of conversion. 
with Calov: conversio temporis momento fit, simul ac semel et veluti év pia dupatoc) 
understood of the substantiating inner act of God, with which immediately (Concord 
formula: quam primum, or Chemnitz: statim) the inner co-activity of the liberated and 
renewed human will occurs. Facit enim ut velimus et possimus intelligere, cogitare, 


desiderare, assentiri, etc., | say with Chemnitz, and this is neither Erasmian, nor 
Semipelagian, nor Synergistic, or the like." If this is really so, that Prof. Dr. Luthardt 
now accepts the "in conversione se habere passive" of the Concordia formula, he should 
also revoke his Compendium of Dogmatics, where he expressly denies this (ed. 3. 
p. 206), and his synergistic view, which pervades and leavened his whole 
anthropology and soteriology, as well as his book, "The Doctrine of Free Will." This 
is not an unreasonable demand. It is a fact that false teachers, who wish to be 
considered pure, are sometimes careless enough to reject certain propositions in 
which the true church precisely expresses its faith; but when they see that they have 
thereby betrayed themselves, they become comfortable in accepting them, but only 
because, after prolonged speculation, they have come to the conclusion that "in a 
certain sense** they may yet speak in this way. Such an accommodation to the way 
of speaking of the true church is, however, worse and more dangerous for the church 
than open contradiction. The national churches of Germany, at any rate, would not 
have sunk so low if the vulgar rationalists had not retained certain orthodox phrases 
for the sake of dear bread. The people still believing in God's Word would not have 
tolerated these false coiners. W. 

F. Balduin writes: "When one has attained a firm judgment and has happily 
laid the foundation of godliness and orthodoxy, then one must add to the reading of 
pure writings also the reading of the writings of the opponents, so that one may 
become acquainted with their cunning turns of phrase, and so that the contrasts 
placed side by side may stand out all the more brightly. In reading them, however, 
we must not forget that we are in the camp of the enemy, into which we must 
sometimes go, not as defectors, but as scouts, that we may both observe their arts, 


and all the more easily put our weapons in readiness against them." (Institut. ministr. 
verbi autore F. Balduino, p. 127. sq.) 
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Calov writes: "It is neither proper," as Hiilsemann correctly remarks in his 
Breviarium, p. 313, "nor is it advisable that in a council the same council meetings 
and concurrent courts of justice be established, consisting of true believers and false 
believers who are such according to the judgment of the latter and who, by what 
they outwardly profess, have renounced the fellowship of the true-believing church 
and what the latter professes. For this reason, the meetings and discussions about 
religion between the orthodox and the false believers do not take the form of 
ecclesiastical councils. Even those believers who had converted from the Pharisee 
sect, and yet maintained that circumcision was necessary even for those converting 
from the Gentiles, were not admitted to the judgment on this question, as is evident 
from a comparison of w. 5 and 6 of the 15th chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, and 
Titus 1:9, 10, 11. Those who contradict sound doctrine are to be punished, and their 
mouths are to be shut; Cap. 3, 10. 11.: 'Avoid a heretical man, when he is once and 
again admonished; and know that such a one is perverse and sins, as he that hath 
condemned himself.' According to Acts 5:13, none of the unbelievers, the doubters, 
or the hypocrites, dared to mingle with the company of the apostles and believers, 
lest they should be punished, as had happened to Ananias and Sapphira." Against 
the Calvinists, the Pareus Cap. 8. of the .Jrenicum' (he remarks), "that to deny 
ecclesiastical fellowship (of which the fellowship of a competent judgment in a 
council is a species) to false believers, it is sufficient if the true believers are assured 
by the application of the true means of interpretation to God's Word and by the 
inward testimony of the Holy Spirit, that false believers do not agree with God's word, 
although they desire to be tolerated in the outward fellowship of the church, and also 
believe that they have not departed from the meaning of the divine word, nor from 
the public teaching of the general church. For an error concerning the faith, and the 
obstinate assertion of it, makes one a heretic, not merely the acknowledgment of the 
error. 1 Tim. 6, 3, 4, 5: If any teach contrary to the apostolic faith, and abide not in 
the saving words of Jesus Christ our Lord, and in the doctrine of godliness, such a 
one must be reproached, though he teacheth so out of blindness and corruption of 
his understanding. According to 2 Tim. 3. 7. even those who are always learning and 
never come to the knowledge of the truth, if they oppose the truth, are reprobate, 


and must not be admitted to a judgment concerning faith." (Calov. System. Tom. VIII, 
p. 401 sq.) 


Literature. - Ecclesiastical and contemporary history. 397 


Literature. 


Sermons on Predestination: with a few remarks on the "Eight Points" 


appended. By F. Kuegele, Pastor of the Coiner Evangelical Lutheran Congregation, 
Virginia. Baltimore. H. Stuer- ken, Bookseller, No. 282 N. Gay str. 1881. 


It is our pleasure to be able to bring these sermons to your attention. Pastor 
Ktgele, a member of the Ohio Synod, is not one of those who ascribe a different 
meaning to the ith article of the Formula of Concord. He has studied the question 
thoroughly and treats the high and difficult subject in a skilful and appropriate 
manner. The treatment of the subject matter in four sermons is excellent. In the first 
sermon, the teachings of the Lutherans and Calvinists are contrasted in the question: 
"Where is the cause of salvation and where is the cause of damnation? and 
compared with Scripture. In the second, the Lutheran doctrine and that of the 
Synergists are set forth in the question, Where is the cause of blessedness, in God 
or in man? and compared with Scripture. The third deals with the eternal election 
and predestination of God, and, 1. of its ground, 2. of its nature, and 3. of its object. 
In the fourth it is shown how we are to apply this doctrine, and how not. The language 
is beautiful, plain, and intelligible. In the preface, the author states that he published 
it partly to give his congregation the opportunity to examine it according to the church 
confessions, and partly to give a public testimony of his faith in this time of confusion 
and uncertainty. Furthermore, he remarks that he had already learned the doctrine 
presented in the sermons as a student (in St. Louis) and had examined it again 
according to Scripture and confession when the controversy broke out. The sermons 


are accompanied by valuable remarks on the 8 points in the Declaratio of the Formula 
of Concord. The pamphlet comprises 32 pages. G. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


|. America. 


Synergism. In the "Luth. Zeitschrift" of July 23 we read: "Conversion is, however, also an 
effect of the triune God, in that without the working grace of God it would not come about in any 
man. But it depends on man's conduct, which is conditioned by his own will, and in this respect 
conversion may be regarded as proceeding from man himself." 

The editor of the Canada "Kirchenblatt", who does not seem to have grasped what is 
at stake in the doctrinal controversy concerning the election of grace, has spoken about it in 
more detail and has brought to light the purest synergism. He writes: "Is 
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Is there any merit in the sick person's not refusing to take the medicine the doctor prescribes? In 
the same way, there is no merit in a man's not closing his heart to the Holy Spirit's graces, but 
allowing grace to work in his heart. The true believer gives glory to God alone and leaves all merit 
to Christ. He who calls faith the ground of our salvation is mistaken, for Christ alone is the ground 
of our salvation; but there is one condition which man must fulfil if he is to be saved through 
Christ. And this condition is faith in the merit of Christ. God wants to give this faith to all men, 
because He wants all men to be saved. But since He can only make blessed those who do not 
resist God, but also accept the faith offered by God, the election to salvation is not at all in the 
arbitrary power of God, that He should have singled out some from among many and preferred 
them to others, but this election has certainly taken place for Christ's sake alone, but on condition 
of faith in Christ, because "without faith it is impossible to please God. - God does not force 
blessedness on anyone, but only makes blessed those who want to be blessed. These are those 
who believe in Christ from the heart, and those whom God condemns wanted to be condemned, 
that is, they do not want to fulfill the condition under which God would have made them blessed. 
This condition is faith, which God wanted to work in them as well as in the blessed. Because the 
foolish young men were drowsy and indifferent, the Lord shut them out of his hall; but because 
the prudent ones were watchful and kept the oil of faith in the lamp of their hearts by the help of 
God, they entered the wedding hall with the bridegroom. - Be faithful unto death, saith the Lord 
unto us; a proof that it is possible to be unfaithful unto the Lord. But because the Lord knew from 
eternity who would remain faithful to him even unto death, he also knew whom he could choose 
for eternal blessedness. That the election was made in view of the condition of faith in Christ is 


taught by Scripture and symbols as clear as day.” - Si tacuisses, will well think many another of 
our opponents, who at present are still striving with all their might to cover up their synergism. 
G. 

A Missourian Bishop. In the Pensylvan Synod the episcopate is being sought to be raised 
up again. A correspondent of the "Magazine," who is in favor of this erection, says, among other 
things: "We do not want a papacy.... Does the Missouri Synod, which chose a bishop in the year 
of salvation 1881, want it? ... If the "poor Germans' in Missouri can give their bishop $1800 00 
and free housing, | suppose the "rich' Pennsylvanians can." - The I. man does not seem to know 
what term is to be connected with the historic official name of Bishop. And when he cites the 
General Presbyter of the Missouri Synod as an example that the episcopate has been restituted 
in the Lutheran Church of this country, he is caught in a great error. We recall only the following 
provision of our Synodal Constitution: "§ 3. The General Praeses has and shall always have the 
power of consultation, exhortation, and remonstrance. He has administrative power only in those 
cases in which the special business of the General Synod makes the exercise of such power 
necessary on his part and for which he is expressly invested with such power. Other official 
decisions may be given only by an assembled synod or by other relevant synodal officials. 
Decisions made by the General Praeses are therefore binding on those concerned only in cases 
where they either have binding force in themselves as decisions of the Word of God, or where 
he, the General Praeses, has been given the authority to make such decisions. 
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In acertain case, my President has been given arbitration power by the participants themselves, 
provided that his decision is not contrary to God's word. In any case, his decision, as well as any 
other, may be appealed to the General Synod. 

The Cumberland Presbyterians, a party of Presbyterians belonging to the Reformed 
Church, who have Arminianized the Westminster Confession and yet hold to the doctrine that 
the once justified cannot fall from grace again, want to unite with the so-called Lutheran General 
Synod. A delegate of the same appeared at the recently held meeting of the General Synod. A 
committee was appointed by the General Synod to consult with a committee appointed by the 
Cumberland Presbyterians as to the manner of union. - That the General Synod will demand of 
the Cumberland Presbyterians the rejection of their Arminianism and their other reformed 
heresies is not to be supposed, since most of the members of the General Synod are themselves 
entangled in these heresies. How pleasing it would be if the General Synod itself were to accept 
the Augustana unconditionally, and such a considerable body as the Cumberland Presbyterians 
(comprising about 100,000 communicants) were to join the true Lutheran Church on the basis of 
the Word of God and the Augustana! G. 

The Congregationalists have appointed a committee to draft a new creed. 

The highly ecclesiastical Episcopal Church in Boston, Mass. has an appendage not 
unlike a monastery. The monks swear perpetual chastity, voluntary poverty, and seclusion from 
the world. No female person is ever allowed to cross its threshold. Bishop Paddock is said to 
have protested against this the other day. 


ll. Abroad. 


Leipzig. In the Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt (Saxon Church and School Gazette) of June 
30, there is a submission by Professors Kahnis and Luthardt entitled "Dank" (thanks), in which it 
says, among other things: "On June 9, a deputation consisting of representatives of the clergy 
and congregations of our Saxon regional church presented us with a collection in the amount of 
7,000 Marks, intended for a double scholarship for Protestant Lutheran theologians of the 
German Reich who want to devote themselves to the service of the ministry. - Lutheran 
theologians of the German Reich, who want to dedicate themselves to the service of the spiritual 
office, under the name "Kahnis-Luthardt-Foundation". Even if the noble organizers and sponsors 
of this collection have thereby honored our effectiveness, which we have practiced in community 
with our faculty colleagues for 25 and 30 years now, far beyond merit, we are nevertheless 
pleased with all our hearts about this beautiful testimony to the intimate bond which links faculty, 
spiritual ministry and congregation with us." - Who would not also rejoice over all this, if only the 
two professors were pure teachers! But since Prof. Kahnis is an Arian in the doctrine of the 
person of Christ and a Zwinglian in the doctrine of Holy Communion, and Prof. Luthardt is an 
outspoken synergist (not to mention other errors of these modern believers here), we cannot 
rejoice over this recognition of two false teachers on the part of the "believing" preachers of the 
Saxon State Church. We cannot rejoice over this recognition of two false teachers on the part of 
the "faithful" preachers of the Saxon State Church; rather, we must regard it as an eclatant new 
sign of the apostasy of the Saxon State Church from our All-Holy Church. Landeskirche from our 
most holy faith. It is possible, of course, that most givers have no idea of the apostasy from pure 
doctrine of which these celebrated men are guilty. W. 

Prof. Robertson Smith (see March issue of "L. u. W." p. 76) is defrocked by the General 
Assembly of the Scottish Free Church on May 26. 
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The reason was his article on "Hebrew Language and Literature", which raised grave doubts 
about the credibility and divine inspiration of some Old Testament writings, and showed a 
reprehensible lack of sympathy with the justified fears of the church. This time the verdict was 
pronounced by a strong majority, with 423 votes against 245, to which R. Smith's recent lectures 
on the Old Testament in various cities had contributed. In these lectures he had appropriated 
the assertion of his friend, Professor Wellhausen of Greifswalde, that the Law of Moses or the 
"Levitical Priestly Code" was written by the rabbis only a thousand or more years after Moses, 
and was imposed on the people by means of fraud. Since R. Smith, still in the process of 
investigating the Free Church, dared to present such a thing, he may already have recognized 
that staying fine in the Magisterium was not. The lectures, of course, did not come to the 
examination, but made one fear that R. Smith might harbor still further errors. The minority that 
spoke for him, however, seems to think all the less of leaving because of this dismissal, since R. 
Smith has not yet been deposed from his ecclesiastical office. - Thus writes Dr. Minkel's "Neue 
Zeitblatt" of June 23. 

Russian conditions. The "Neue Zeitblatt" of May 19 writes: The Holy Synod of the Greek- 
Russian State Church, the highest authority under the Emperor's regiment, has issued a circular 
against nihilism and the prevailing moral corruption, in which clergymen, teachers, parents, 
judges, officials, and all right-believing Russians are exhorted to do their duty, to resist evil, and 
to promote a lawful decent disposition. The Petersburg reporter in the Nordd. A. Ztg. is pleased 
that at last a word has been spoken on the part of the Church; for according to the words of 
Hertzen, "nowhere does religion play such a modest role in education as in Russia," and it is 
essentially connected with this that the most insane doctrines and nihilism have found such a 
spread in the so-called educated circles. "For centuries no value has been attached to the 
priests, who have to do with the parishioners, possessing the proper theological and spiritual 
equipment for their office: they are not in a position to preach, nor have they any means 
corresponding to Protestant confirmation." Since, moreover, there is a lack of dutiful and qualified 
teachers, the Orthodox Russian grows up in a ceremonial service which he does not even 
understand. But where then is the influence of women, which is so important in Western Europe? 
To be sure, it is significant enough in Russia. But "they are a rather restless race, inclined to 
nervous mobility. If they do not get a firm religious foundation, they fall to corrosive theories, and 
not only give ear even to the most depraved and insane doctrines, but also inoculate them into 
their children." The way to study has been opened to them, but with their deficient, if not poor, 
talents they have sought their perfection in nihilism. Under these circumstances, the Holy Synod 
addressed a group of young people. In these circumstances, the Holy Synod addresses a 
Church which must first be called into life, but which is not called into life by the mere address. 
What has been neglected for centuries cannot be made up for with a circular letter. 


Conclusion of the article: "Zur Wehren gegen Prof. C. A. L. Schitte" will follow in the next 
issue. 


Corrigendum. 


In the last number p. 340 line 19 from the top, instead of: "Dispute from the Concordia 
Formula," read: "Dispute before the Concordia Formula." 


Doctrine and Defense. 


Volume 27. September 1881. No. 9. 


The Synergistic Pelagian Doctrine of Grace Election. 


(Conclusion.) 

If the position of our opponents in the doctrinal controversy over the election 
of grace consisted only in the fact that they sought to hold fast to the doctrinal trope 
of the Lutheran dogmatists of the seventeenth century, namely, that the election of 
grace took place in view of faith, and to bring it into harmony with the doctrine of our 
confession, we would not, for this reason alone, ascribe to them a synergistic 
Pelagian doctrine of the election of grace. It is true that we consider this doctrinal 
trope to be wrong, and at the same time, of course, we consider all the ways in which 
our dogmatists, on the basis of this preconceived opinion, exegete, systematize, and 
polemicize to be wrong, since in doing so the concept of a real election, so to speak, 
disappears under their hands; But we cannot declare our dogmatists, nor those who 
simply follow them, to be synergistic Pelagian false teachers, since they reject every 
synergistic Pelagian interpretation of their "intuitu fidei," and have only allowed the 
heat of polemic to drive them at times to questionable expressions and propositions. 
On the other hand, it is quite a different matter with our opponents. They make in 
good papist fashion the expression "in view of faith," because since the seventeenth 
century the same has become a kind of doctrinal tradition in the exposition of 
Lutheran dogmatics, virtually a test of Lutheran orthodoxy, like that term ou0< wo1< > 


¢ solemnly adopted by the whole Christian Church, and heresy and slander those 
Lutherans 
than Calvinists, who do not want to know anything about that term.*) What 


*) The equation of the term "in regard to faith" and Opoovalo¢ is the sensible invention of 
Prof. Stellhorn, made known to Christendom in his treatise "Worum," and now, as it seems, 
adopted by his party as their shiboleth. - For the time being, however, we must exclude from our 
opponents Pastor Allwardt, who writes in the 1st volume of "Altes und Neues" p. 223: "Whether 
this expression (God has chosen in foreknowledge, or in application) is to be accepted as a 
schiboleth. 
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But the main thing is, we cannot therefore absolve our opponents from leading a 
synergistic Pelagian doctrine of election by grace, because they give a synergistic 
Pelagian meaning to the term "in view of faith" itself. It is true that they too, like the 
old dogmatists, plead that election in view of faith, as little as justification in view of 
faith, involved a synergy of man; *) but the manner in which they interpret election in 
respect of faith, irrefutably shows that they have a synergistic Pelagian doctrine of 
election by grace, and solely in the interest of their synergism, in which they are 
(perhaps some among them unconsciously), so fanatically contend for that 
expression, and for the exegesis, systematics, and polemics connected with it, and 
blaspheme and heresy their opponents as Calvinists. In order to prove our assertion, 
we will now let follow a small floral reading of synergistic Pelagian sentences, which 
we find in the publications of our opponents, and which are supposed to express the 
meaning to be connected with the term "in view of the faith". 

Already in May 1879 **) the editor of "Old and New" sent us, at our request, 
four theses together with corresponding antitheses, which had the purpose of "briefly 
and concisely stating the points" which he "objected to in the Western Report (of 
1877). Already in these theses he objects, among other things, to this as our 
doctrine, that "election did not take place as a result of divine foreknowledge of the 
different conduct on the part of men against the divine grace offered." In his 
antithesis to this, however, he himself states: "The special will of God, as the 
proximate cause and norm of election in the strictest sense, has, however, caused 
the different conduct of men against the divine grace offered to them. 


We say, "Until further notice," because it is a fact that only through Scripture are we bound in 
conscience to use other expressions, too, which among our opponents are cursed. We say: 
"Until further notice," for it is a fact that one, only bound in conscience by Scripture, at first shied 
away from using even other expressions which are cursed among our opponents, and yet, at 
last formally entering the party, at once condescended to do so! 

*That the expression "justification in view of faith," by which the expression "election in 
view of faith" is intended to be proved to be the harmless, even adequate, designation of the 
relation of faith to election, is not an ecclesiastically received and inverted one, and that here, 


therefore, there is a petitio principli, we do not wish to urge here at all. 


**) So even before our Synod of the Western District in this year, through whose negotiations 
the editor of "A. u. N." wants to have been forced to open the fight; but only after the negotiations 
of our General Synod in 1878, at which, however, no negotiations were held about the election 
of graces. 
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common grace as its prerequisite." (See: "Old and New," Vol. |, 234 f., where the 
theses and antitheses are printed). Later, orally, the aforesaid referred, though very 
shyly, to the fact that our Confession also says, "Man holds himself purely passive 
for his conversion." (p. 609. § 89.) But only very timidly, in the feeling that he was 
standing on very thin ice in this appeal to the Confession. Therefore, when he was 
reminded of how the confession itself interprets this "purely passive attitude toward 
conversion," namely, with the words, "That is, doing nothing at all to it, but only 
suffering what God works in him" (loc. cit.), he was meaningfully silent. It seemed, 
therefore, as if it had already been clear to him that the Confession speaks only of 
a relation of man to the work of his conversion, not of a deliberate omission, that is, 
not of a so-called active passivity, but of a pure passivity of man to and in his 
conversion, that is, of man's not only not positively but also not negatively 
contributing anything to it, as to his being raised from death. With great deliberation, 
indeed, the Confession says, "That is, do nothing at all to it, but only suffer what God 
works in him," because, as theologians teach, "actions are not only positive works, 
which are done according to the precepts of affirmative commandments, but also 
omissions of activities which are forbidden by negative commandments, which, 
however, themselves also involve and presuppose inward activities of the mind and 
a certain resolution to refrain from those activities. "*) While, then, our confession, 
by "keeping itself purely passive," denies not only every positive, but also every 
negative activity, wants man alone to be regarded as the subjectum convertendum, 
and God and his word as the sole factors of his conversion, our opponents, on the 
other hand, synergistically urge a "conduct" on the part of man, by virtue of which at 
least "the omission of an activity forbidden by negative commandments," namely, of 
reluctance, is to be ascribed to him as his share in conversion, to which God is 
supposed to have looked in the election. 

Further, in "A. and N." p. 209, it is said, "All this" (namely, that "the reckless 
man may go confidently into sin and shame"), "follows quite properly from election, 
which does not presuppose, but works, godliness and faith." 


*) Thus Baier, among others, writes: "Actiones sunt non solum opera positiva quae ad 
praescriptum praeceptorum affirmativorum fiunt, verum etiam omissiones actuum, 
praeceptis negativis prohibitorum; quae tamen et ipsae involvunt aut supponunt interiores 
actus mentis et propositum quoddam de omittendis istis actibus." (Compend. th. posit. P. IL 
e. 6. IS.) 
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Further, it is written there, p. 228, approvingly, "Strébel says: Both of God's 
counsels are co-determined by the conduct of man." 

It also says there, p. 267: "Among the called, therefore, there are chosen and 
unchosen. In the case of the non-election of a called person, God looked into the 
future and only rejected the case in which he saw wanton contempt, malicious 
resistance, persistent impenitence and unbelief. In the case of election, on the other 
hand, God should have been quite indifferent as to how man behaved against the 
calling grace?" - This synergistic juxtaposition of the cause why men are rejected, 
and why men are elected, recurs, as with the old synergists, in "A. u. N." again and 
again. 

In Stellhorn's tract "Worum," etc., it is said p. 17: "What should one think of a 
God . .. who, without in the least considering how men behave towards the grace 
acquired and offered to them all, namely, whether they would accept the same by 
his grace and power, or would wilfully reject all grace from themselves, would have 
destined some, the smallest number, to blessedness, so that they must become 
blessed, but would have passed over others, the greatest number, with election, so 
that they cannot become blessed, however diligently they may hear God's word, 
etc.?" - Here again is committed the fallacia compositionis common among the 
synergists. For, in order to veil the synergistic in the doctrine of the causes of election, 
the causes of reprobation are here added, in order to prove the latter from these. By 
these dialectical sleight of hand not only lazy and incapable of thought, but also 
thoughtful but unsuspecting readers can easily be deceived; not to mention the party 
people, who only too gladly want to be deceived by it.*) 

There, p. 20, after stating those eight points which are enumerated in the 
eleventh article of the Formula of Concord, p. 707 f., "From this it can also be seen 
how, according to the Formula of Concord, a selection among men has come about, 
namely, because God wants to bring all men without exception into heaven on the 
general path of salvation, but of course only if" (underlined by St. himself) "they allow 
themselves to be led on it by his grace and power and do not prevent this by wilful 
resistance. Because 


*) As is well known, the Calvinists also use the same Fallacia to prove their doctrine of 
absolute predestination to damnation; for they, too, maintain that the relation of unbelief to non- 
election or reprobation, and that of faith to election, is an analogous one, since reprobation or 
non-election is only the "reverse side" of election, as "A. and N." never tire of repeating. 
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but most people, unfortunately, do the latter, then God could not infallibly determine 
all to salvation, but had to make a selection. He has therefore chosen all, but only 
those who hear and consider his word (point 3), accept Christ in true repentance 
through right faith (point 4), keep God's word, pray diligently, abide in God's 
goodness, and faithfully use the gifts they have received (point 7). All these, and 
these alone, are the elect, whom he also infallibly will make eternally blessed and 
glorious in eternal life (point 8)." - Here again the old false game is played, the 
synergistic in the doctrine of the causes of election is hidden behind the causes of 
non-election, the former are inferred from the latter, the condition of election ("only if 
they") is inferred from the description of the elect, and thus the whole Christian life 
with all its good works is brought in, made the condition of election, and represented 
as preceding the same. The continual juxtaposition of the causes of rejection and 
the causes of election is the mpa@tov weddog (the fundamental lie or the fundamental 
error). 

of our opponents, and at the same time the main artifice by means of which they 
make it appear to readers who are not fixed in pure doctrine, or who are superficial, 
or who are not capable of thinking, as if one must either assume something 'good' in 
the man to be chosen as a condition of the choice, or an absolute rejection of the 
non-chosen. Already Huber made use of this artifice against Hunnius. He writes: 
"You want to push the absolute decree away from you, but teach the rhymes to it, 
because, after all, God is supposed to have made an election in man without a 
preceding cause." (Rescue of the saying Rom. 8, 29. against the old and new 
Calvinists. 1598. p. 233. cited by Dr. Alex. Schweizer in "The Protestant. 
Centraldogmen." Zurich 1854. 1, 542.) He who, when he reads the writings of our 
opponents, does not take heed that it is pure rationalism, when the same continue 
to infer from the causes of non-election or rejection the necessary causes of election, 
and on the other hand, from the denial of a cause of election lying in man, to the then 
equally necessary denial of a cause of non-election or rejection lying in man, is lost. 
Our opponents, like false gamblers, make a volte-face. For just as skilled card- 
players, with great agility, know how to get a certain card to lie in a certain place, 
where it does not belong, by a volte-face, so our opponents know how to give the 
choice, by a dialectical volte-face, a position of non-choice which it does not have at 
all. AS soon as a reader has seen through this trick, then all the proofs of our 
opponents go up in smoke before his eyes, and he 
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sees that everything is designed to obscure the apparently synergistic - Pelagian 
doctrine of election by grace to which our opponents pay homage. 

Unfortunately, Prof. Loy did not go to school at "Old and New" without success. 
He writes in his "Magazine": "The advocates of the new doctrine are by no means 
willing to contradict the express words of our confession in so important a matter. 
Some of them admit that the reason why ‘the many' are not elect is that they wilfully 
resist the grace of God. How then, they ask, can they justly be accused of a doctrine 
which leads to the Calvinistic heresy of absolute reprobation? Indeed, if no one is 
rejected except in consequence of his rejection of God's gracious and powerful call 
to blessedness, which is equally secured for all men, then reconciliation does not 
necessarily seem to be confined to the elect, nor the offer of blessedness through 
the gospel to be a mere pretence. But the difficulty, though somewhat veiled, is not 
removed (!). The cause why some are not elect, it is admitted, is, that they wilfully 
resist the grace offered, which would make them blessed. But those whom God 
purposed to make blessed, he chooses, according to the theory, without any regard 
to the acceptance or rejection (!!) of Christ's righteousness on the part of men. He 
chooses them not as persons who believe, but that they may become believers and 
be saved by faith. Their election precedes any consideration of man's performance 


in relation to the grace and blessedness offered." (Magazine Vol. |, p. 92. 93.) 
According to Loy, therefore, it is of no avail to teach universal redemption, universal 
grace, and universal powerful calling, and to attribute rejection solely to the wilful 
reluctance of the rejected: According to him, one is and remains a particularistic 
Calvinist, if one does not teach in such a way that here every "difficulty" disappears 
and common sense finds everything quite plausible, namely, one does not at the same 
time admit that, on the other hand, election occurred "in view of man's conduct in 
relation to the grace and blessedness offered," that is, in view of his doing. No 
orthodox Lutheran scribe has ever betrayed himself so crudely. His reasoning is 
purely rationalistic, and the conclusion is roughly synergistic Pelagianism. Where this 
doctrine arises, there it is for the doctrine of justification. It is therefore no joke. The 
matter at issue is truly a serious, highly important one. - 

But our opponents do not betray their synergism merely by giving it "in regard 
to faith" by "in consequence of the foreseen conduct of man," or by virtue of "the co- 
determining human 
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The first is not only paraphrased by the words "in view of man's conduct" or "in view 
of man's performance", but also by many other paraphrases of their shiboleths, 
which we can hardly name them all. Only to recall a few, we may be permitted here. 

At the General Pastoral Conference in October of last year, Prof. Stellhorn first 
gave the following definition of the so-called election of grace in the narrower sense: 
It "is the judicial application of the determination of the general will of salvation, 
based on foreknowledge." (Verhandlungen der A. P. p. 32.) But after it had been 
shown him that "reason is the cause why that which is founded is or can be" (p. 52), 
that he thus makes the foreknowledge of faith the cause of election, which our 
theologians have always rejected as synergistic-Pelagian, and according to God's 
Word must reject: then, in momentary embarrassment, he modified his definition with 
the explanation: ""Reason' | here conceive as explanatory reason"! (p. 61.) This was 
evidently only a mirror fencing; for no reasonable man, when he wants to give the 
"explanatory reason" of a thing, will say that the thing is "founded on it," but he will 
say, for instance, that it can be explained from it, etc. He would, therefore, if the thing 
had been given as a reason, have been able to explain it. Hence, had what is stated 
really been his opinion, he should rather have said, "The election of grace is that 
which explains itself from foreknowledge," etc. Thus also Prof. Stellhorn, in his 
treatise, "Why," etc., comes out again with his "reason," which he had already 
disavowed at the conference, by writing there, "The reason that God now really 
determined or chose just this one and that one, but not others, can only be the merit 
of Christ, if God has seen to it whether it is grasped and held fast in faith or not." (p. 
12.) Granted, by the way, that Prof. St. had really been so perplexed at the time as 
to take "founded on" for "explaining itself from it," he would at any rate have revealed 
himself thereby as a rationalist who did not, with Paul, regard the great mystery of 
the election of grace as an inscrutable one with astonished admiration, but could 
"explain" it so clearly to every rational man that every offence of human reason was 
thereby removed.*) To be sure, Prof. St. asserted that he, too, acknowledged a 
mystery, although to him the foreknowledge was a ground of explanation, for the 
"content" of the foreknowledge was to him a mystery, namely, "the persons who have 
been foreknown." A more ridiculous subterfuge, however, can scarcely be 
conceived. Compare Rom. 11, 33-36. and then tell us whether the holy apostle 
hereafter had the real gift of foreknowledge. 


(*) "Old and New" also calls the foreseen faith the "reason for explanation. (I, 117.) To him, 
with this, everything is "explained" and the secret of choice is so happily removed; but, alas, with 
it, also choice itself! 
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He said that the secret of the election of grace consisted in the fact that the "persons" 
who had been foreknown were unknown to him! Yes, exclaimed Prof. St.: "If the rule 
according to which God has chosen were hidden from us, should not that be the first 
secret which" (in the Concordia formula) "would be given?" (Verhandl. der Allg. 
Pastoralconf. 1880. p. 83.) We ask: Why just the first? At that time there was no "old 
and new," hence this mystery is stated, but not exactly in the first place. For when 
the Formula of Concord, in the Register of the Mysteries of the Election of Grace, 
writes, "One is hardened, blinded, given into a wrong mind, another, as well in the 
same guilt, is converted again," etc., does not the Formula of Concord quite evidently 
place this also among the impenetrable Mysteries of the Election of Grace, that God, 
who doubtless has His rule in this, has not revealed the same to us? - 

At the Chicago Conference, Prof. St. declared: "The rule by which some are 
chosen and others left behind must, in my opinion, be the same. If | choose some 
according to a certain rule, others are left behind according to the same rule. | cannot 
say, | have one rule, according to which | choose, and | have another, according to 
which | do not choose." (P. 84.) According to Prof. St., therefore, God has chosen 
some according to one and the same rule, according to which he has not chosen 
others. Now this has either no sense at all, or this: Some are not chosen because 
they did not believe, the others therefore chosen because they believed, which is 
pure synergistic Pelagianism. It is true that immediately before the words quoted St. 
not only said, "Election has taken place intuitu fidei, non-election intuitu incredulitatis,” 
but he also added, "But faith and unbelief are of course not equal, for faith is a work 
of God, unbelief a work of man;" but if St. really believed this to be true, and did not 
merely add it to cover his Pelagianism, he could not have continued, "But the rule by 
which it is chosen and left behind must, according to my conviction, be the same." 
For if unbelief, which is the cause of "non-election," is man's work, but faith, which is 
supposed to be the cause of election, is God's work; or if unbelief, because it is man's 
work, is the cause of non-election, but faith, because it is God's work, is not the cause 
of election: then God does not proceed according to one and the same rule in 
election and non-election. St. therefore can maintain his canon, "The rule by which 
election and non-election are made must be the same," only if he makes faith as 
much a work of man, at least in part, as unbelief. But now St. holds fast to his canon 
as an immutable one, 
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and thus makes faith a work of man that causes election, or at least a work in which 
man participates. Here is no escape. - Incidentally, Prof. St. made the small (?) 
mistake here of confusing himself with the dear God. He said: "If | select some 
according to a certain rule, others remain behind according to the same rule. | cannot 
say, | have one rule, according to which | choose, and | have another, according to 
which | do not choose." Who will not willingly grant him that? But Prof. St. is, praise 
God, not the good Lord. The dear God does it quite differently. He saith, "Israel, thou 
art brought low; for thy salvation is with me alone." Hos. 13:9. God, therefore, in 
choosing and not choosing, does not proceed "according to one and the same rule," 
but according to quite different rules. The rule: "Aequalia aequalibus" is indeed 
prescribed to us creatures, but not to God, which latter only the old synergists 
asserted. See above in this article, p. 226, 296. 

Another irrefutable proof that our opponents pay homage to a synergistic 
Pelagian doctrine of election by grace, when they insist on the "intuitu fidei," is this, 
that in order to justify this doctrinal trope they always and forever refer to the 
necessity of a difference in man, in consequence of which God has chosen some 
and not chosen others. The assertion that the fact that some men are converted 
while others are not, and that some men are chosen while others are not, must 
necessarily be based on a difference in man, was one of the characteristic features 
of the synergists of both the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and has always 
been thoroughly refuted by the faithful teachers of our church as the chief error of 
the earlier and later synergists, and has been most decidedly rejected and 
condemned. 

But we read in "Old and New," in the second volume, p. 70: "The Scripture 
says: 'Those whom he knew before" (underlined by "A. and N." themselves) *), "he 
condemned. According to the simple sense of the word, therefore, a distinction must 
be presupposed in this ordinance between these and those sinners. God must not 
have foreseen them all as equal in every respect, but must have taken into 
consideration a difference already existing" (underlined by us) ". The one must, 
according to the divine-all-knowing foreknowing (sic!), have already had a certain 
characteristic in himself, which the others had not, and according to which (!) he 
foreknew his own." Similar passages are found in "Old and New," pp. 134, 136, 138, 
and 146, where the doctrine is rejected that eternal election was not dependent upon 


*) "A. u. N." is careful not to use Luther's translation here: "Which he has provided before" 
(Rom. 8, 29.), for there was nothing to be done with this translation to furnish the proof. 
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a difference foreseen by God and founded in man. Cf. above Melanchth on p. 164, 
Pfeffinger p. 166. 226f., Hilsemann p. 298, Musaus p. 302 f., S. Schmidt p. 304. 

Unfortunately, Prof. Stellhorn, too, has learned this from the "A. u. N." as an all 
too learned pupil. On page 4 of his treatise "Worum," etc., he says frankly and freely 
that the expression that election took place "in view of faith" means so much that it 
by no means took place "without God having foreseen any difference among men. 
Hence, then, on p. 12, he rejects the doctrine, "that God, in choosing the persons 
who should alone and most certainly be saved, looked to nothing at all to effect a 
difference among men." However, he, and all our present opponents, honestly and 
openly avoid adding, with the old synergists, that this difference "is to be taken from 
our will" (See Pfeffinger, supra, p. 227); but this they do either from a certain easily 
explicable bashfulness, or from prudence, namely, in order not to betray themselves. 
For that they do not speak of a difference which God alone makes is beyond doubt; 
against which they protest again and again with great firmness, as against an 
abominable Calvinistic false doctrine. Thus, as often as they speak of a necessary 
distinction, "according to which God directed himself as a rule" (see "Wherefore," 
etc., p. 12), they mean a distinction dependent on the will of man. It is true that they 
do not teach, with the very rudest Pelagians, that man converts himself by the 
powers of his natural will, and so makes that difference; But they do teach, with the 
synergists of the sixteenth and especially of the seventeenth century, and with all 
the modern believing theologians of the present day, that while man has by nature 
no power to convert himself, yet the unconverted man, through the calling or 
antecedent grace, receives a liberated will (an "arbitrium liberatum"), and is endowed 
with powers of grace, which he, the unconverted man, can either use and apply to 
his conversion, or not use and not apply. Thus, they think, a "status medius," a middle 
state between being converted and not being converted, is established, in which 
man can freely decide for the one or for the other, decide for his conversion or not, 
and, if he only wants to, believe in Christ. *) In this way, then, they think they have 
happily escaped the reproach that they teach that man can "believe in JESUS Christ 
or come to him by his own reason and strength," and yet rightly assert that the 
difference, that 


*) Aeg. Hunnius writes: "The absence of conversion is neither to be explained by 
synergism, as if one would not believe who yet might, nor from an absolute decree." (Articulus 
de lib. arh. 1598. n. 68.) 
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The fact that some are converted while others are not, and that God has chosen some 
while He has not chosen others, lies in man, namely, in the final free decision of his 
will, not in God alone. But it is a great, fatal self-deception if our opponents think that 
they have escaped the reproach that they are leading a synergistic Pelagian doctrine 
of conversion and election. Conversion is a coming to life out of spiritual death, in 
which man lies by nature, and a new birth in the Holy Spirit. According to their theory, 
therefore, our opponents must either maintain that man is first raised and made alive 
by the calling grace, in order to be able to raise and make himself alive; he is therefore 
converted in order to be able to convert himself! which nonsense they will hardly wish 
to be regarded as their actual opinion; - or our opponents must maintain that man, 
blind and dead in sins, and unregenerate, has at least so much power as to accept 
the powers of grace bestowed upon him, and to apply and use them for his voluntary 
conversion. This is nothing other than the most obvious synergistic Pelagianism, 
which all faithful Lutheran theologians of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries 
have fought against, rejected, and condemned with great seriousness in the 
Philippists, Cryptocalvinists, and Helmstadt-K6nigsberg Syncretists. We beg to 
compare here what the Strassburg theological faculty (Dannhauer, Dorscheus, and 
others) judged in 1646, and what the Danzig ministry judged in the same year, on the 
theory of the Kénigsberg synergist Latermann, and what we have already quoted in 
this article above page 299-301 from Calov's ,,Systema" Tom. X, p. 50 sqq. and 68 sqq. 
We have, by the way, already illuminated this point in detail nine years ago in this 
journal in an article against lowa, which bears the heading: "Is it really Lutheran 
doctrine: that the blessedness of man rests in the last analysis on man's own free 
decision? (See "Lehre und Wehre," Jahrg. XVIII, 1872, pp. 193-361.) At that time 
none of our present opponents (with the single exception of one of them, who 
recanted!) objected to this article; only now, in discussing the doctrine of the election 
of grace, has it become evident that they do not agree with the doctrine set forth in 
the article, and therefore either did not understand it at the time, or have now changed 
their opinion and become synergists. 

In order not to tire, we will only remind you that it says in "A. u. N." Il, 7: "Why 
does he" (we are meant here) "want to make us believe that our orthodox fathers 
would have rejected the expression: ‘Faith is the God-moving cause of election,’ 
utterly rejected?" - This silly question can only be asked by one who is in the dogma- 
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The only thing that a man who is completely ignorant of history can do, otherwise he 
would have to know that our orthodox fathers have rejected and condemned the 
doctrine contained in this expression as a "Pelagian raving" (see above pp. 292-296), 
because then faith would necessarily have to be a meritorious cause of the election. 
To be sure, "A. u. N." here refers to that well-known remark which Andrea added to 
his edition of the "Colloquium Mompelgartense". But first, Andrea does not say at all 
that faith can be called "the God-moving cause of election" without being Pelagian, 
but only "the cause of God's eternal election"; second, Andrea also says this only to 
excuse those Lutheran theologians who had, however, sometimes spoken in this 
way; thirdly, however, if Andrea thought it his dear duty not to drop those otherwise 
pure theologians who hold such wrong talk against a Beza, but to take them in 
defence, and to interpret their wrong talk for the best, it must be remembered that 
this exception does not annul the rule, but that the condemnation of that expression 
on the part of our "right-believing fathers" is none the less certain, and that "A. u. N." 
by his appeal (and indeed even with a falsifying addition) to Andrea's note has only 
documentirt his synergistic Pelagianism, and perhaps more clearly than he now likes. 
*). 

There is no doubt, then, that our opponents pay homage to a synergistic 
Pelagian doctrine of the election of grace. Such a doctrine is the doctrine which 
makes man a contributor and a cause of his salvation. Now our opponents not only 
teach that God has chosen the elect to blessedness "in view of the persevering faith 
foreseen by Him," which, however, still admits of a non-synergistic interpretation; but 
they also interpret this doctrinal form of theirs, borrowed from the dogmatists of the 
seventeenth century, and justify and defend it in such a way that their synergistic 
Pelagianism is so clearly revealed that it could hardly be made clearer. We are willing 
to assume that they, too, bona fide profess and believe that they can subscribe to the 
locus of free will and of blessedness by grace alone. We do not wish to dispute with 
them that they have to defend themselves against the accusation of synergistic 
Pelagianism with the opposition of their 


*) To the tax of truth, however, we remark that Father Allwardt, who seems to be the most 
cautious among his comrades, wrote at least formerly, "Jakob Andrea calls faith even a cause 
of election, reminding again that we do not wish to have this expression held fast." "A. u. N." I, 
101. But why could he not refrain from reminding his readers that an Andrea had spoken thus! 
Such offences of our faithful fathers are evidently more delicious pearls to our adversaries than 
anything right they find in them. 
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Protest in conscience. But it is as certain as anything in the world that they are ina 
great self-deception, that they, without knowing it themselves, are thoroughly 
dominated by synergistic Pelagian views, conceptions, and principles, and that their 
reason and their heart, their innermost being, are revolted against the doctrine that 
man should do nothing at all for his salvation, that death should be the wages of sin, 
but that the eternal life of God should be pure grace and gift in Christ our Lord. To 
escape the Charybdis of Calvinistic absolute predestination to salvation and 
damnation, they have plunged into the Scylla of synergistic Pelagianism. They do not 
teach synergistic Pelagianism only from the election of grace, but the doctrine of the 
election of grace is only the last, the decisive test, whether they seriously believe that 
becoming righteous and blessed by faith alone is becoming righteous and blessed 
by grace alone for Christ's sake (Rom. 4:16); for with the word faith all too much false 
play is done, as, one may now look at the Reformed sects or at the so-called 
Lutherans, is evident. But our opponents have not passed that test. Instead of 
recognizing faith alone as the means of appropriation freely bestowed by God, it 
becomes in their theory a necessary achievement of man on his side, in relation to 
the effects of God's grace and the merits of Christ, that is, a meritorious work. They 
are not synergists both because they teach synergistically of the election of grace, 
but because they are synergists, they teach synergistically of this mystery. Their 
whole theology is leavened with synergistic leaven. No sooner have they renounced 
all synergism, than synergistic deductions immediately follow in all their doctrines, 
wherever possible, with the greatest naivete, in the grossest manner. - 

Consider then - that we briefly repeat again what has been said - that "in view 
of persevering faith" our opponents declare to have to hold thus: because God must 
of necessity have looked at the "conduct" or "performance" of man ("man's conduct") 
in the election to blessedness; because the decision of the election must of necessity 
have been "partly determined by the conduct of man"; because God must thereby 
have looked to see whether those to be elected would "pray diligently, use faithfully 
the gifts received," etc.; because God would only "in view of the persevering faith" 
have chosen those to be elected, because God would only "in view of the persevering 
faith" have chosen those to be elected, because God would only "in view of the 
persevering faith" have chosen those to be elected, because God would only "in view 
of the persevering faith" have chosen those to be elected. because God could only 
have chosen those to be chosen "as a result of" (that is, because of) "the foreseen 
faith"; because the choice could be nothing other than the "judicial application of the 
determination of the general will of salvation, based on the presupposition"; because 
the "reason" of the election must have been the foreseeing of faith; because the 
perseverance in faith was the simple "explanatory reason" of the selection of the 
persons. 
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Because faith must stand in the same relationship to election as unbelief does to 
non-election; because the reason why the elect are chosen must be sought in the 
‘difference’ which God, according to His omniscience, has already found in the 
person to be chosen from eternity; because the unregenerate, unconverted man, 
though not of his own natural powers, yet by the powers of grace conferred on him 
in the calling, could and must himself decide for grace, faith, conversion; yea, 
because it may well be taught that the faith foreknown was both the condition to be 
fulfilled by man, and the "cause," yea, the God-moving cause of the election." 

Who can deny, then, that our opponents teach a synergy, a cooperatio, a 
cooperation of man to his justification and blessedness? Their whole theory of the 
election of grace is completely permeated by this thought. On this thought rest all 
their theses and antitheses, their teachings and defenses. From this thought they 
always proceed, and with this thought they always arrive. Synergism is the element 
in which they move. They are evidently, we repeat, not synergists both in so far as 
they lead a synergistic doctrine of grace election, but because they are so by nature, 
they modify the doctrine of grace election synergistically. In this doctrine their 
synergism has only broken out like a secret ulcer. It is not through a wrong 
understanding of the scriptural passages dealing with the election of grace that they 
have got into a synergistic doctrine of the election of grace, but conversely, through 
the synergism which dominates them, they have arrived at their wrong, synergistic 
interpretation of the scriptural passages dealing with the election of grace, which they 
therefore wisely (?) call "dark" ones. It is not because they have misunderstood the 
clear confession of our church that they have fallen into synergistic conceptions of 
the election of grace, but conversely, because they have entered into the confession 
with such conceptions, with their synergistically tinted glasses, they artificially and 
forcibly interpret their synergism into the Lutheran confession. 

It is true that even the most naked rationalism plays an important part both in 
their position and in their negation. It is pure rationalism, for example, when our 
opponents maintain that if God has ordained the elect to believe, it follows that he 
has passed by the non-elect, and even that he has predestined them to unbelief and 
thus to damnation, as the Calvinists maintain. But it is not nationalism that has led 
them to their doctrine of the election of grace, but, conversely, the synergism living 
in them has seduced them to override it by rationalistic conclusions. 
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whitewash and support. And the true reason of their synergistic doctrine is the 
offence which they take at the fact that God should not have seen anything in those 
whom he had chosen to filiation and blessedness which at least "determined" him to 
do so. 

There can be no question of an election by grace in the case of our opponents. 
They do not believe in a real election of grace in the sense of an order of grace or an 
order of salvation. They have kept the word, but have deleted the thing. Because 
Scripture and the Confession speak of an election of grace, only for this reason do 
they see themselves compelled to speak of an election of grace, and for this reason 
they give this name to the order of grace or salvation; just as the rationalists also 
sometimes speak of original sin from practical motives, namely, in order to eat the 
bread of the church, but by this they understand only the innate disorderly sensual 
impulses. Frank says, not without reason, that it is "exaggerating" when 
Schneckenburger writes: "According to what has been said so far, it is clear that the 
Lutheran would not have any reason to develop a doctrine of predestination as the 
divine predestination of the individual if it were not somehow expressed in Scripture." 
(Comparative Exposition of the Lutheran and Ref. Doctrinal Concepts. II, 158. p. 
Frank, the Th. of Concordienf. IV, 268.) But it is not an exaggeration, but a factual 
truth, that our opponents could teach all that they teach, without even mentioning an 
election by grace that has taken place, or even developing, besides the doctrine of 
the order of salvation, the doctrine of eternal election as a special locus. But as bad 
as this is, it is incomparably worse that our opponents substitute a synergistic 
Pelagian doctrine for the biblical doctrine of election by grace. It would be infinitely 
better if they were to say straight out with the Socinians that they believed in no 
election at all. 

Those are very much mistaken who think that our controversy concerning the 
election of grace is nothing but a logomachy, founded on all kinds of sophistical 
subtleties and splits, for we said that faith is an object of election, and therefore 
follows it in time as its effect; our opponents, on the other hand, said that faith is the 
cause of election, and therefore also follows in time, because God's foreknowledge 
cannot be lacking. But the difference between us and our opponents is so 
fundamental that it concerns nothing less than "the truth of the gospel" (Gal. 2:5), the 
article by which the church stands and falls (articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae), the 
doctrine of justification by grace alone through faith in Christ given by God. And it is 
not the case that our opponents hold to the true doctrine of justification, but only 
indirectly contradict it by their synergistic doctrine of the election of grace; 
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but conversely, because our opponents evidently stand wrong in the doctrine of 
justification by faith, which they regard as a condition and achievement of man, they 
so obstinately and stiff-neckedly contradict the pure doctrine of election by grace, 
according to which faith does not precede it, but follows as its effect in time, drawing 
from this doctrine the most abominable conclusions. 

What Luther says about the inseparable connection between the doctrine of 
justification and all other articles of faith proves itself again here. For example, in his 
1538 interpretation of the last discourses of Christ in John 14-16, he writes the 
following: "In this article of justification everything hangs and stands, and all the 
others with it, and everything is to be done for this one; that whoever errs in the 
others certainly does not have this one right either, and even if he keeps the others 
and does not have this one, it is still all in vain. Again, this article also hath grace, if 
it be diligently and earnestly adhered to, that it may not fall into heresy, nor run 
against Christ or his Christianity. For it certainly brings with it the Holy Spirit, who 
thereby enlightens the heart, and keeps it in right and certain understanding, that he 
may give and judge pure and dry distinction from all the other articles of faith, and 
mightily preserve and defend the same." (VIII, 504.) Further, Luther, in his exposition 
of the Sermon on the Mount, writes: "No false Christian, nor any red spirit, can 
understand this doctrine. How much less will he preach and confess it rightly, though 
he may take the words and repeat them, yet he does not remain with them nor leave 
them pure; he always preaches in such a way that one grasps that he does not have 
it right; yet he smears his slobber on it, thereby taking away Christ's honor and biting 
him himself. Therefore this alone is the most certain work of a true Christian, when 
he so praises and preaches Christ, that men learn how they are nothing, and Christ 
is everything." (VII, 623.) Our opponents, on the contrary, teach that Christ is to be 
so praised and preached, that men learn such things as Christ is nothing, if man by 
his "conduct" and by his "performance" does not "co-determine his eternal salvation." 

It is true that our opponents have tried to get ahead of us by turning the tables 
on us (sit venia verbo!) and presenting the matter again and again as if they had to 
defend and save the doctrine of the universal grace of God through faith in Jesus 
Christ. But only a blind man will believe them, and not see that in this they are only 
playing the "Stop the thief!" The controversy between us consists rather in this, 
whether it be true that man shall be justified and saved in the sight of God without 
his own doing, without his cooperation or any cooperation at all. 


On the Apology of the 11th Article of the Formula of Concord. 417 


to behave, to perform, to fulfill the condition, to be converted and brought into the 
order of salvation, not to resist wilfully, to have a part in determining, to depend upon, 
to be founded upon, etc." This and nothing else is what we assert and insist upon, 
and this and nothing else is what our opponents deny to us. Between us, therefore, 
it is a question of the great question whether man works for his own salvation, that 
is, of the pure doctrine of justification solely through faith in Christ given by God, and 
thus of the highest article of our holy Christian religion, of which Luther says: "When 
thou perceivest that he is weakened and laid low, then spare neither Peter nor Paul, 
yea, not even an angel from heaven, but resist them; for one can never lift him high 
enough and defend him." (VIII, 1769.) Yes, we speak here with Luther and our whole 
dear Evangelical Lutheran Church in her confession: "From this article nothing can 
be yielded or yielded, let heaven and earth fall, or what will not remain. For there is 
no other name given unto men, whereby we may be saved, saith Peter Act 4:12. 
4:12; and by his wounds we are healed, Isaiah 53:5; and upon this article standeth 
all that we teach and live against the priest, the devil, and all the world. Therefore 
we must be quite sure of it, and not doubt; otherwise all is lost, and the pope and the 
devil, and all things against us, retain the victory and right." (Concordienb. p. 300.) 

Therefore, as deplorable and heartbreaking as the present controversy over 
the doctrine of the election of grace is on the one hand, it is nevertheless a delicious 
controversy on the other. Even our orthodox American Lutheran Church, as we now 
see with horror, carried synergism within her like a secret sore that threatened to 
poison her blood and rob her of the life of faith. This sore has now, thank God, been 
lanced open, and the consequence will be that that part of her which was ill with it 
will be eliminated, and the other part will thus escape that danger. God help us 
through Jesus Christ. Amen! W. 


On the Apology of the 11th Article of the Formula of 


In the May issue of the current volume of "Lehre und Wehre", the article by 
Prof. Loy on "The Formula of Concord on Predestination" was subjected to a brief 
critique. In the meantime, the conclusion of that article has appeared in No. 3 of the 
"Columbus Theological Magazine," which now calls for a continuation of the criticism. 
It is true that Prof. Loy does not seem to care about such rebuttals at all, and 
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Nor should we be under the illusion that we can still achieve anything with reasonable 
ideas in the face of an opponent who, as it were, principally disregards the usual 
method of fighting, that is, the substantiation, demonstration and refutation of the 
counter-reasons. The sole purpose of the present critique is to expose the 
surreptitious and erroneous paths along which Prof. Loy winds his way through the 
11th article of the Concordia formula, so that unbiased readers and observers may 
learn to see through the tactics of our opponent, and so that the true, actual meaning 
of our confession to that pseudo-exegesis may emerge all the more clearly. The 
judgment that we have passed on the first part of Loy's Commentary on the 11th 
Article of the Formula of Concord also extends to the second part that has now been 
published. Apart from the reprinting of many short or long paragraphs from the 
Concordia Formula, the essay in question contains nothing but consistently dishonest 
polemics and the shallowest, most superficial raisonnement. 

The dishonesty of the polemic is again especially evident in the presentation of 
the opponents' point of view. The opposition which Prof. Loy combats is the "doctrine 
of a dark decree which, without any reference to man's appropriation of the merits of Christ 
by faith or rejection by unbelief, has selected from the lost race but a few for the manifestation 
of divine mercy," pp. 129, bie Sepre , "that God, prior to all consideration of men's relation to 
Christ, selected a few persons whom He proposed to convert, sanctify and save, and that the 
Holy Spirit by the means of grace infallibly effects His gracious purpose in these, while all the 
rest are left helpless and hopeless to perish." P. 130. Yea, p. 133, he renders the opinion 
of the antitype thus, that God, by limiting His efficacious grace to a few, has rendered 


it impossible (rendered impossible) for the most to believe, to be justified, and to be 
saved. Prof. Loy knows no other contrast than this most blatant Calvinism, and no 
doubt he does not mean the Calvinists of 300 years ago, but the "Calvinists" of today, 
namely the "Cryptocalvinists" in the Lutheran camp. It will not escape the notice of 
any reader that the "Some" whom he thinks of now and then, e. g. p. 138. 139, and 
who think and speak well Calvinistically, are the same to whom he points in the first 
part of his essay entitled "The new departure of Missouri. Any unbiased reader who 
takes notice only of Prof. Loy's omissions will be forced to believe that the Missourians 
in all points, and just in the most blatant offshoots, hold and defend the doctrine of 
Calvin. Prof. Loy knows, as Missouri teaches of the election of grace, that we reject 
the Calvinistic decree of reprobation, which makes it impossible for the lost to be 
blessed; that we confess the generality of divine grace, and that of efficacious grace; 


and that perishing is merely the 
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We teach that election is related to man's faith, only not in the way he likes, namely, 
that God has chosen us to faith, to filiation, to blessedness, that because no one can 
and should be saved without faith, God has decided in his eternal counsel to make 
all and every person of his elect blessed precisely through faith. Prof. Loy knows all 
this very well, and if, nevertheless, he teaches his readers an antagonistic opinion 
of the Missourians’ doctrine of predestination, then he is deliberately throwing sand 
in their eyes, and must not complain if we accuse him of dishonesty. 

Unfair is also the way Prof. Loy picks his doctrine out of the words of the 
Concordia formula. We will prove this with individual examples. On the whole, he 
helps himself by copying several sentences from the Concordia formula and, without 
taking the trouble to analyse the meaning and context of these sentences, places 
his opinion next to them in his own words, and presents himself as if the two 
statements were completely identical. Such a frivolous, superficial treatment of 
important theological questions concerning our most holy faith is unworthy of a 
Lutheran theologian. 

We now want to follow and examine step by step the explanation given by Prof. 
Loy of §§ 34-96 of the Solida Declaratio of the 11th Article of the Concordia Formula. 
It would cost too much space if we wanted to accompany our opponent into every 
single nook and cranny. It is sufficient for our purpose if we highlight and illuminate 
the main ideas. 

Under heading IV, Prof. Loy discusses the section Decl. §§ 34-42. Epit. § "12", 
that is to say 8 Every impartial observer, if he reads these passages attentively, will 
recognize that our confession here gives the reason why so many are lost, whence 
it comes that many are called and only a few are chosen. The cause of this sad fact 
does not lie in God, as if God did not want to make every one blessed, as if the 
calling of the many were only a sham, but only in man, who despises the word or, 
when he accepts it, pushes it away again and falls away. That the rule by which God 
chooses, namely, the consideration of man's acceptance or rejection of salvation, is 
stated in the paragraphs cited, p. 133, is Prof. Loy's own invention. Exclusively the 
negative side is here spoken of. Of course, the position is also mentioned in passing 
in this connection, but in such a way that Prof. Loy's statement that the acceptance 
of salvation determined God's election is directly belied. To his own embarrassment, 
Loy refers to § 40, which reads: "But as God has decreed in his counsel, that the 
Holy Spirit shall call the elect by word, he shall ordain them to salvation. 
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And that he would justify and save all them that receive Christ by right faith: so also 
hath he determined in his counsel, that he would harden, reject, and condemn them 
which are called by the word, if they reject the word, and resist the Holy Ghost, which 
would be and work in them by the word, and persevere therein. And so many are 
called, and few are chosen." Where Prof. Loy makes use of this sentence, namely 
the first part, for his statement, he wisely quotes only the words: "that God will make 
all those righteous and blessed who accept Christ through right faith" (p. 133, 5th and 
6th line) and draws from this the conclusion that faith was decisive for the election. 
He reads as if, instead of "would make righteous and blessed," it were written, "have 
chosen," and gives to the whole paragraph the interpretation, "Some who accept 
Christ in faith, God has for this very reason chosen to salvation; others, however, he 
has rejected, because they reject the word and persist in unbelief. So faith or unbelief 
is the rule by which the election of persons took place. But in order to gain this 
interpretation, Prof. Loy allows himself the double falsification, that he, on the one 
hand, as already remarked, at the end of the first part of § 40, inserts "chosen" or 
converts "to make righteous and blessed" into "chosen," and, on the other hand, omits 
altogether the beginning of the sentence: "As God has decreed in his counsel, that 
the Holy Spirit shall call, enlighten, and convert the elect by the word. The elect are 
the subject of the first statement of § 40. God has decreed in his eternal counsel to 
call, enlighten, convert, justify, and save the elect. This is the positive side. After this, 
conversion, faith, appears as the outflow, the consequence of the eternal counsel of 
God. And for this very reason the positive side is not parallel to the negative. For in 
the negative, unbelief appears as the cause of rejection. Thus, according to the plain 
wording of the Confession, some are called, converted, believed, justified, and 
blessed by virtue of the eternal counsel of God, by virtue of their election; others are 
rejected for the sake of their unbelief. The rule of election read by Prof. Loy out of the 
falsified text is his own fantasy. Incidentally, we think it unnecessary to repeat here 
what we have often said in explanation of the expression "all those who ... **, to be 
repeated here again, since Prof. Loy has not addressed our interpretation of the 
Concordia formula at this point, nor at other points. 

The content of the following section of Sol. Decl., §§ 43-51, Prof. Loy 
characterizes quite correctly under V, by noting that now the benefit and comfort of 
the doctrine of election by grace is brought out. But all the consolation which the 
Concordia formula draws from this doctrine and offers us, melts away under his 
interpretation. 
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The first consolation and benefit of this doctrine is, that it "mightily confirms the 
article, that we are justified and saved without all our works and merit, purely by 
grace, for Christ's sake. §§ 43. 44. How far the Lutheran shibboleth "By grace" is 
confirmed by the doctrine of election by grace, Prof. Loy explains with the words: 
"On His decree ordaining the means of salvation all depends, and the purpose of His Grace 
is executed in all who do not obstinately resist. The power of resistance is all that we have, 


and because that is exercised by so many, but few are chosen." Pg 134 Wonderful 
deduction! We all have only the sad faculty of resisting. This faculty, however, does 
not alter the grace of God. But now the purpose of grace is accomplished only in 
those who do not resist. Whence is it that some do not resist? We all have only the 
faculty of resisting. According to Prof. Loy, one must not put the non-resistance on 
the account of grace either; for it becomes effective only in those who do not resist, 


who do not obstinately resist. The latter is the condition for the successful efficacy of 
grace. Nothing remains but to suppose that at least the omission of obstinate 
resisting is of man, that therefore the proposition that we all have only the faculty of 
resisting may not be taken so strictly. But does the doctrine that grace accomplishes 
its purpose only in those who, by their own powers, abstain from wilful reluctance, 
confirm the article that we are justified and saved "purely by grace"? Does not the 
former contradict the latter? Under these circumstances Loy's other sentence, 
"Everything depends on the decision of the decree of the means of salvation," is a 
mere figure of speech, in which one can think of nothing at bottom. On the contrary, 
according to Prof. Loy's system, everything depends on whether or not one resists 
the means of salvation ordained for all. And where on earth does the Concordia 
formula, §§ 43. 44. speak of a "choice of means"? It describes the doctrine of the 
election of grace here with words of Scripture, Rom. 9, 2 Tim. 1, two passages of 
Scripture which deal ex professo with the election of grace: "For before the time of the 
world, before we were, yea, before the foundation of the world was laid, seeing we 
could do no good, we were chosen according to God's purpose, by grace in Christ 
unto salvation." And to this corresponds, the Concordia formula concludes, that "it is 
by grace alone, for Christ's sake, that we are justified and saved." An interpreter who 
finds expressed in that statement of the interposition of God, by virtue of which, 
before we could do any good, we are chosen by grace in Christ unto salvation, the 
ordinance of the means of salvation for all men, truly gives all reasonable men 
reason to doubt either his reason or his sincerity. 

The second beautiful glorious consolation, which the doctrine of the election of 
grace 
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describes the Concordia formula as follows: "That God has so highly esteemed the 
conversion, righteousness, and salvation of every Christian, and so faithfully meant 
it, that, before the foundation of the world was laid, he took counsel concerning it, 
and decreed in his intercession, how he would bring me to it, and preserve me 
therein," etc. §§ The last part of this paragraph only explains the last statement about 
"preservation," and explains how God has preserved "my blessedness" against "the 
wickedness of the flesh" and "the cunning and violence of the devil and the world," 
in that he has decreed the same "in his eternal purpose, which cannot be lacked or 
overthrown, and has placed it in the almighty hand of our Savior Jesus Christ, from 
which no one can tear us. The simplest Christian understands what is hereby said. 
The doctrine of election by grace confirms the comforting doctrine of our conversion 
and preservation. That we are converted and preserved against the devil, the world, 
and our own flesh, is God's work, and God has now taken such earnest care of this 
work of our salvation and beatification, that He has already in eternity held counsel 
over my very conversion and preservation, over my blessedness. This eternal, 
unchanging decree of God concerning my conversion, preservation, and salvation 
gives me a certain comfort that God will victoriously carry out the good work he has 
begun in me, in spite of the devil, the world, and the flesh. This is the clear opinion 
of our confession. To this Prof. Loy now makes the gloss: "The ordination of means is 
absolutely sure, depending on no contingencies whatever, and Satan has no power to render 


them invalid." It is indeed impertinent and impudent to paint an X for a U under the 
eyes of the readers in such a crude manner. That Satan has no power to make the 
means of salvation (them) ineffective, is supposed to be the same as when the 
Concordia formula says that my blessedness cannot be snatched away from me by 
the devil's cunning and violence? And it is not at all true that the prescription of the 
means of salvation is absolutely certain, depending on no contingencies whatever. The 
efficacy of the means of salvation, Word and Sacrament, can be hindered by man's 
unbelief. To speak of an “absolute certainty" of the ordinance of the means of 
salvation, in the sense in which the Concordia formula speaks of an immutable 
ordinance of the blessedness of the elect, is to speak quite senselessly; and if a 
reasonable sense be attached to the oblique expression, it results in the false 
proposition that the means of salvation, which are appointed for all men, must also 
work salvation in all. Now Prof. Loy, p. 134, continues, 
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"and the ordination of persons, on the basis of the revealed plan of salvation, is also certain, 
and there is nothing in earth or hell which can prevent the execution of the divine decree that 


he that believeth shall be saved." But with these words he only makes the confusion 
greater. For the present, let him take the trouble to show us exactly where, in what 
place in the context of §§ 45-47, "the election of persons" is built up upon "the election 
of means" as its basis, by what words and expressions our Confession in this 
paragraph only hints at the difference between "election and means" and "election of 
persons," and determines the limits of both. Just in view of such remarks as 45-47, 
which speak so clearly, comfortingly, and confidently of the ordinance of my, my 
conversion, preservation, blessedness, the whole distinction between election of 
means and election of persons proves to be a swindle and a fraud. There is but one 
election of persons. And this election of persons, according to the Concordia formula, 
is "certain" in a quite different sense from the election of persons constructed by Prof. 
Loy. According to Prof. Loy, only this much is certain, that every one who believes 
shall be saved. Whether |, however, will believe or remain in faith is uncertain. 
According to the Concordia formula, on the other hand, God's eternal election also 
gives me certainty that | will believe and persevere in the faith, since God has already 
decreed in his eternal counsel that and how he will convert me, bring me to faith, and 
keep me therein. Prof. Loy's sophistry aims at nothing else than to rob Christians of 
this comforting certainty. 

In expounding the third consolation which the right doctrine of the election of 
grace affords to Christians, namely, that God from eternity also decrees the cross for 
us, and that therefore also the cross and suffering must serve us for the best, §§ 48, 
49, Prof. Loy is content to reproduce the words of the Concordia formula, and refrains 
from all interpretation. This was the best he could do. For it is evident that we 
Christians can only be sure of the benefit and blessed outcome of the cross if we are 
at all sure of our election to eternal life, and consequently of our preservation. 
Because we know that nothing, nothing can tear us out of the hand of Christ, can turn 
us away from faith, we also know and believe that the cross can do no harm to our 
faith, cannot turn us away from Christ. Prof. Loy himself seems to have grown tired 
of his art of operating everywhere with the double choice, the certain choice of means 
and the uncertain choice of persons, and instead helps himself with silence. 

When it then goes on to say in § 50: "This article also gives a glorious 
testimony that the Church of God will be and remain against all the gates of hell," 
Prof. Loy remarks nothing more on this than that the continued existence of the 
Church does not depend on the power of men, 
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but of the counsel of salvation, of the "counsel and purpose of God to save men through 


faith in the Lamb of God", p. 136, but does not specify how far and why God's intention 
to make men blessed at all through faith guarantees the continuance of the church. 
He is not likely to succeed in such a proof. But the true church of God, the 
congregation of believers, has in its eternal election a firm guarantee of its eternal 
existence. The gates of hell cannot destroy what God has eternally chosen. 

And when the Formula of Concord places the benefit of the doctrine of election 
by grace "in the fact that powerful admonitions and warnings are taken from this 
article," § 51, Prof. Loy declares it absurd to admonish and warn those at all who are 
elected and therefore must be saved, p. 137. He seeks to show that the assumption 
of an immutable decision necessarily leads to certainty or to despair. In this, he 
polemicizes against the doctrine of the later dogmatists, who are otherwise his 
guides, for they also teach an irrevocable predestination. Of course, only he who 
can judge and judge spiritually understands that the most serious admonitions and 
warnings have a place beside the most certain promises of God's certain grace. 
Prof. Loy also seems to have completely forgotten and forgotten the well-known 
words of Philippians 2:13, 14: "Work out salvation with fear and trembling, for it is 
God who works in you both to will and to do, according to his good pleasure. The 
two statements of this saying contain for the rationalizing mind quite the same 
contradiction that Prof. Loy places between the admonitions and warnings of 
Scripture and the doctrine of an irrevocable election by grace. We thus judge by the 
Concordia formula: because God has chosen us precisely to be saved by faith in the 
gospel, we are directed to the word precisely by election, and because even the 
elect still have flesh and blood which is contrary to the word, they need such 
admonitions as those cited in § 51: "He that hath ears to hear, let him hear." "See 
how ye hear!" Such admonitions are in God's hand with means for the execution of 
his eternal elective decree. 

Under heading VI, Prof. Loy treats of §§ 52-64 of the Sol. Decl. and shows what 
secrets, in his opinion, the Concordia formula recognizes in this article of the election 
of grace. He places the mystery above all in the omniscience of God. God alone 
reveals what remains hidden to us, in whom and in how many men God's purpose 
of salvation is finally attained. That there is a secret in election itself he denies with 
the following fallacies, p. 139. First, he imputes to us a secret purpose in the Calvinistic 


manner, a purpose of God, 
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to save only a few favored persons, for whose salvation alone therefore the means of grace 


and the work of the Holy Spirit avail. From this false premise he then draws the 
conclusion that God therefore calls all others only outwardly, in appearance. And 
now he condemns this distinction, which has been revealed to us, between a serious 


and an apparent calling, between a voluntas beneplaciti and a voluntas signi, with the 
words of the Concordia formula: "Hoc enim esset Deo contradictorias voluntates 


affingere," and asserts that such contradiction cannot possibly belong to the mysteries 
of predestination. What frivolous scribblings! That a mystery is to be acknowledged 
in the choice, in the purpose of God himself, is stated by the Concordia formula in 
clear, concise words. While it remembers God's foreknowledge in §§ 54 and 55, it 
speaks in M 56. 57 of God's "purpose" concerning the calling and conversion of the 
elect, and here tells us things which God has not revealed. To these hidden things 
belongs the question, "one is hardened, blinded, given to a perverse mind, another, 
so well in like guilt, is again converted," etc., etc. So just the discretio personarum is a 
secret according to the Concordia formula. Prof. Loy cites these latter words, but 
then takes no account of them in his interpretation. His interpretation is a game of 
bottomless arbitrariness. At one time he omits such words of the Confession 
altogether that do not suit him; at another time he writes them into his essay, but 
only in order to ignore them, and yet boldly asserts the opposite. That the Concordia 
formula, with its earnest, dignified, and reserved exposition of the mysteries of God, 
wants to say something more than that the foreknowledge of God is hidden from us, 
is also felt by Prof. Loy, and for this reason, as a substitute for what he takes from 
him, he adds other, new mysteries to our confession, of which we do not read a 
syllable in it. Why did God, although he knew from the beginning that most men 
would reject the salvation offered them, nevertheless create them? Why did such a 
way of salvation please him, which he knew would in most cases be without effect 
or success? Such questions, to which, however, we also know no answer, Prof. Loy 
counts among the mysteries of predestination, and in so doing places himself as if 
he were exegesing the Concordia formula. 

Especially the secret implied in § 56 of the Concordia formula: "God also 
knows and has determined for each one the time and hour of his profession, 
conversion," is a source of irritation to Prof. Loy. However, it is a mystery of godliness 
that must be considered with the fear of God. The clumsy, square-headed common 
sense immediately intervenes and cries, "No, that cannot be; the means of grace are 
powerful at all times; the calling is always earnestly meant. Such special times and 
hours, which God reserves for Himself, are suspicious and taste 
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after partiality." A God-fearing Christian, on the other hand, who has experienced 
such a gracious hour, understands that mystery of faith, and knows and believes 
nevertheless the other, that as often as God lets his Gospel resound, this call is 
always meant seriously. We are not surprised that Prof. Loy, who has unfortunately 
allowed himself to be captured by the logic of his carnal reason, does not want to 
know anything about this mystery of special times and hours of divine visitation, 
which God has already provided from eternity. But we must wonder at the boldness 
and audacity with which he disputes away that clear, unmistakable statement of § 
56 and substitutes in its place the trivial remark: "When a man will be induced to hear 
or read the Word which is always efficacious or to give it the proper attention in hearing or 


reading it that it may influence His heart, God knows, but we do not." P. 141 u. 142. 
Finally, in view of the clear deductions of §§ 58-61, Prof. Loy admits that in the 
field of God's providence and world government there are still certain mysteries. He 
calls it wonderful providence of God, that he gives his word to one people, and 
withholds it from another. But he seems to have repented immediately of having 
admitted such a secret. For he immediately adds an explanation that clears up all 


the darkness. He places the difference, the difference, in "the condition and conduct of 
the two persons, one of them being disposed to close his ears against the Word, so that he 
cannot be converted, while the other, equally born in sin and naturally resisting, is disposed 


to hear, so that faith can be wrought in him by the Spirit." (p. 142, 143) Here the horse's 
foot looks quite naked and bold. In this way the devil smuggles the leaven of the 
grossest synergism into the orthodox church. Prof. Loy's view, then, is this: Two 
persons to whom the Word has not yet approached, and who are both born in sins 
and by nature resist, that is, two unconverted men are yet in one respect different 
from each other. The one is by nature disposed to shut his ears against the word, 
so that he cannot be converted. Because God knows this beforehand, he does not 
even offer him the word. The other, on the other hand, in spite of his inherent sin 
and natural reluctance, is by nature disposed to hear, so that the Holy Spirit can 
work faith in him. And it is to this natural disposition to faith, which is something good 
in the natural man, that the Holy Spirit attaches himself in conversion. And because 
God knows this disposition of man in advance, he offers the Gospel to such people. 
So it is plain as day why God gives the word to some and withholds it from others. 
The reason lies in man, in the different constitution, in the different conduct of the 
natural man. Such a confrontation 
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needs no criticism, judges itself in the eyes of all Lutheran Christians, to whom the 
"by grace alone" still sits in the conscience. 

Not only the next section §§ 65-75, but the entire final part of the 11th article 
is, to use Prof. Loy's words, virtually a recapitulation, with some further elucidations. If 
we wanted to follow Prof. Loy's further conclusions in detail, we would essentially 
only have to repeat in our criticism points that have already been emphasized in the 
previous polemic against Prof. Loy. What is said in § 67 of God's will, namely, that it 
is his will that all believe the gospel, and that he who believes has eternal life, is of 
course identical by Prof. Loy with election by grace, predestination. Enough has been 
said about the right understanding of such statements, that we are, however, to 
recognize our election from the general promises of grace, that the elect are directed 
to Word and Sacrament, to the way of salvation that God has prepared for all, that 
they therefore still need admonitions and warnings, about these questions in the 
foregoing, respectively in the first part of this essay, as well as in many a publication 
on our part, without our opponents having even made an appearance to dignify our 
explanation with a proper, thorough refutation. 

At the end of his essay, pp. 152-154, Prof. Loy makes another strange 
confession. He declares that he does not like the presentation of the later dogmatists, 
who base the election on the foresight of faith, as much as the presentation of the 
Concordia formula. But of course, he means the Concordia formula in his sense and 
understanding. The election of grace as identical with the general will of salvation in 
connection with the establishment of the order of salvation, the election of grace as 
the ordinance of the means of salvation best suits his taste. Besides this, he admits 
that the Concordia formula still soeaks of another election of grace. But the second 
healing of the election of grace now suddenly takes on a completely new face at the 
end of the Commentary. In addition to the "absolutely certain" choice of means, there 
is now no longer an election to eternal life based on the foreknowledge of faith, but 
a so-called election to filiation, and this election is changeable and revocable. Prof. 
Loy seriously believes that if Scripture and the Confession speak of our being chosen 
to filial adoption, then all the apostates who were children for a time and then fall 
away again are to be counted among the elect. With such a doctrine of a changeable 
election, however, Prof. Loy not only seals his complete apostasy from Scripture and 
confession, but also abandons the standpoint of the later dogmatists, from which, of 
course, he had already previously renounced by his blatant synergism. One sees 
that heresy is fruitful. One little human being gives birth to another, one 
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The one displaces the other, and to what end will one finally arrive, after having so 
wantonly run into heresy? ILahrlich, it is a path of ruin which the "Columbus 


Theological Magazine" follows and into which it introduces unfortified readers. The 
consolation and ground of faith is shaken, Scripture and confession falsified. It is 
therefore certainly not against faith and love if one does not tread softly in criticism 
and polemics, and with serious, sharp words punishes such falsifications and warns 
against such aberrations. G. St. 
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(Conclusion.) 


The second charge of falsification of our affirmative, which we had brought 
against Prof. Schutte, he likewise dismisses as unfounded, and asks us indignantly, 
"Now say, are you not ashamed of it?" Yes, not only does he wash his hands of the 
matter, but he hurls against us the charge that we have "falsified the correct meaning 
of his words." How about that? Have we really committed this sin, which Prof. Schutte 
professes to be ready to forgive if we repent of it? Well, let the reader - the inclined 
as well as the uninclined - judge for himself. Our second alleged forgery resembles 
the first one, which we illuminated in the July issue of "Lehre und Wehre" (Doctrine 
and Defence), to a hair's breadth. Again, we have committed the egregious crime of 
quoting from Schitte's article only those words in which he presents our doctrine; 
we had simply omitted some of the intermediate sentences in which the opposing 
point of view is presented, because we did not want to deal with them in that context, 
and indicated these omissions with the usual points (...). Our readers will have the 
goodness to read the citation in question, which we gave in English and German, in 
the May issue on page 179. 180. The sense of it is this. The Missourians are accused 
of excluding faith from the election itself, of placing the divine decree to effect it 
behind the actus eligendi, and of calling faith a mere necessity for the temporal 
execution of the election decree. This we called and call a falsification of our doctrine. 
As his standpoint on the question of the relation of faith to election, Prof. Schutte had 
stated the following: "We say that when God from mere mercy and for Christ's sake selected 
from among men those who shall verily be saved, He inquired who, by virtue of His universal 
grace, would apprehend Christ's merit; and that He decreed unto salvation those whom He 


thus foresaw in Christ by faith ... With us" - 
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as opposed to the alleged Missourian doctrine -, "Christian faith is an indispensable pre- 


requisite to election, because Christ, its Treasure, as an indispensable pre-requisite." *) Now 
we ask: Does the omission of these words alter in the least the meaning of the citation 
we have brought, which, according to our assertion, falsifies our doctrine? Every 
reader capable of judgment will answer in the negative. The words of that citation say 
exactly the same thing as we have stated above as their meaning. Well, then, it is 
nothing but a comedy play when Prof. Schitte cries foul over a reversal of the 
meaning of his words that we have not committed at all, and pretends to harbor fears 
because of our intellectual and moral condition. Schttte's way of polemics is 
disgusting in the eminent sense of the word. 

Yet he has the impudence to repeat quite boldly in his "Open Letter" the 
falsification of his Missouri doctrine which we have denounced! In one breath he 
chides us "for so abusing a friend and the good cause of truth," and yet, with a naivete 
i>which, under other circumstances, would seem positively refreshing, pronounces 
the same thing with which, according to his assertion, we are supposed to have 
reviled him and the good cause of truth. Is not this really great? What Schutte does 
not want to have said in that citation brought by us Verbatim, he says a fortiori in his 
"Open Letter"! True, that we Missourians put God's general plan of salvation in signo 


rationis before election, he must willy-nilly admit. Strangely enough, in the eyes of our 
opponents, we are not yet quite Calvinists and fatalists. But that we teach with Johann 
Gerhard (Loc. de Elect. § 173.): "Tum conferendae tum praevisae fidei respectus ingreditur 


electionis decretum," the bestowal of faith comes into consideration as a constituent 
part of the election council, - this Schutte denies. For in his eyes we are 
Semicalvinists, and Semicalvinists we must remain. His view of our doctrine 
concerning the position of faith in election is evidently this. God has in eternity set 
apart those who shall certainly be saved. This is the election of grace, nothing more 
and nothing less. With this, of course, the blessedness of those thus chosen is 
guaranteed, final, irrevocable. By that divine election itself, eternal blessedness, the 
eventual consummation in glory, is promised to the elect. They must be blessed, be 
they what they will in time. For 


*) "We say that when God, by mere grace and for Christ's sake, separated from among 
men those who should certainly be saved, he inquired who, by the effect of his common grace, 
would lay hold of Christ's merit, and that he ordained to salvation those whom he foreknew in this 


way through faith in Christ.... For us faith is an indispensable praerequisitum of election, because 
Christ, his treasure, is an indispensable praerequisitum." 
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In this act of election God did not take faith in Christ into consideration at all. Only 
after God had already made the elect blessed and glorious through his election did 
he decide to give them faith in time. Of course, in this way they are only apparently 
blessed by faith. This essentially Calvinistic doctrine, which has as its presupposition 
and includes in itself the decretum absolutum, is also said to be the Missourian one. 
As we have said, in his "Open Letter" Prof. Schutte repeats this counterfeit. Let us 
now be permitted to show briefly why we must call such an exposition of the relation 
of faith to election a falsification of pure doctrine.*) 

It is true: our confession defines the election of grace briefly as "God's 
ordinance to salvation" (Sol. decl. Art. XI. §5.). 


*To prove that the Missouri Synod really teaches what Prof. Schitte asserts, he cites, 
apparently with great pleasure, a passage from an older volume of "Lehre und Wehre" (1873, 
June number, p. 168). It contains the following words: "There is a great difference between 
saying that God has chosen intuitu fidei and saying that faith is only taken into consideration 
because without it there can be no grasping of blessedness. It has also been remarked that a 


distinction is to be made between the eternal act of God's election in Christ Himself, and the 
predestinarian order in which this election is to come to pass. In the first place" (Prof. Schutte 


translates "in the first place") "God has predestinated the blessedness of the elect in Christ, and 


in the second place He has also predestinated that He will give them all that the same works and 
creates according to the order of salvation. Now it all depends on how the words "for the first," 
"for the second," are interpreted. If the author of the article, from which the above sentences are 
taken, had meant to say that God first of all established the blessedness of the elect, and only 
then the order of salvation for them, we should certainly reject such an opinion as false, and say 
good-bye to it. But those words, "first," "second," need not necessarily be so understood. The 


author expressly says that in the act of election "at the same time" the ordo salutis was also 


predestined. Thus he conceives of the actus eligendi as the separation of the persons who are 
to be blessed, connected with the intention of making them blessed in the way of faith. When he 
then adds that God has predestinated, first, the blessedness of the elect, and second, all that 
which works and creates it according to the order of salvation, he means to say that God has not 
nude decreed that such and such shall be blessed, but rather has determined from the beginning 
that the elect shall attain to blessedness through faith, etc. As | have said, these words can be 
understood in this way. That they must be so understood is irrefutably shown by the fact that the 
author of the above article includes faith among those things which "must be included in the 
definition of election. Thus Prof. Schitte would not have done any good with his important hype, 


with which he calls out to us: "note well, in the first place. It remains that in this piece, too, he 


has falsified our doctrine. Consequently, he should make the same accusation against § 8 of the 
11th article of the Formula of Concord, where it also says first: "so there our blessedness" and 
then: "and what belongs to it, create," etc. 
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Thus it had to determine the term, because God's Word itself speaks thus. Act. 13, 
48. it says: "And they believed, as many as were ordained unto eternal life", and 2 
Thess. 2, 13. the apostle thanks God that he "chose the Christians of Thessalonica 
from the beginning unto salvation". Prof. Schutte is not wrong, therefore, when he 
understands by "election by grace" "the eternal act of God, by which he separates 
from the mass of mankind those who shall certainly be saved." But as it is wrong to 
make the foreseen faith somehow the ground, the condition, the cause of this 
election, *) so it is wrong to separate or exclude the decree of the gift of faith from 
the decree of election. It is not so with the latter, that God would have elected 
absolutely, i.e. without looking to faith in Christ, to final blessedness, to final 
perfection in glory. As certainly as Christ is the ground of the Father's gracious 
election, so certainly is faith in Christ the only means of taking hold of grace. "Without 
faith it is impossible to please God," says the Scripture Ebr. 11:6. This general canon 
was also fully valid in the election to eternal life. Therefore the Formula of Concord, 
§ 5, confesses that the election, that is, God's ordinance to salvation, does not 
pass over the pious and the wicked, but over the children of God alone, who are 
chosen and ordained to eternal life. If the elect are thus described as children of 
God, as believers, the intention to make them children of God must necessarily have 
been an essential part of God's perpetual election. 

For since it is in the day that | cannot give myself the faith necessary to attain 
salvation, and yet God could not choose me to salvation without this faith, God has 
been so concerned about my and every Christian's conversion, righteousness, and 
salvation that, before the foundation of the world was laid, he took counsel 
concerning them, and in his intercession - in arcano suo proposito, that is, in the grace 
of God - he has given me the faith necessary to attain salvation. 

(Sol. deci. § 45.) In the election council resolution, therefore, belongs as an integral 
part of the same the council resolution. (Sol. deci. § 45.) Thus, the council resolution 
belongs to the electoral council as an integral part of it, 


*Schitte writes: "| accuse the Missourians of teaching... that the act of separation itself 
was done by God without any consideration of man's conduct." Thank God that he can justly 
bring this "accusation" against us. Does not the same accusation strike Luther, Chemnitz, the 
whole Lutheran Church, nay, the Holy Spirit himself. But what must be the Lutheranism of a man 
who reproaches us for excluding all and any consideration of man's "conduct" from election, and 
making it a mere, full, free act of grace, unconcerned that all Pelagians, Synergists, and 
Rationalists charge us with all sorts of "conclusions" and "consequences" on account of it! 
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To convert me, that is, to bring me to faith and keep me in it until the end of my life. 
The election of grace, therefore, may rightly be called, as dogmatists usually say, an 
"aggregatum quid ex pluribus ad se invicem ordinatis actionibus. As such an act of God 
the eleventh article of the Formula of Concord also represents it. Predestination, or 
God's ordinance to blessedness, may be divided into eight resolutions, which God in 
his purpose and counsel hath made concerning us, his elect children. They are as 
follows. 1. God has determined to choose us in Christ; 2. Christ's benefits are to be 
communicated to us through Word and Sacrament; 3. Through the preached and 
heard Word, the Holy Spirit wants to turn us to God; 4. God wants to adopt the 
repentant and believing Christians as his children and heirs of eternal blessedness; 
5. God wants to make those who are justified in this way his children. 5. God also 
wants to sanctify those who are justified in love; 6. He wants to strengthen them in 
the struggle, comfort them and sustain them in cross and tribulation; 7. He wants to 
strengthen, increase and sustain the good work that he has begun in them, if only 
they will abide in God's word and grace;*) 8. Those who are chosen, called and 
justified in this way shall finally be eternally and gloriously perfected. This, indeed, is 
the way of salvation appointed for all men, but it is only considered in the eleventh 
article of our Final Creed inasmuch as God, in his eternal election, has appointed it 
both for the coetus electorum in general and for each one of his own. In choosing us, 
then, and setting us apart for ever from the world hardening itself in unbelief, God 
decided upon us all that is stated in the eight points. His eternal choice consists 
precisely in certain decisions which God has just made concerning us. The final goal 
to which God, to the praise of his glorious grace, has chosen and ordained us in 
Christ is our eternal blessedness; but because we can only reach this goal by the 


way God has determined, God has also predestined us, as Gerhard puts it, ad media 


salutis, ice. he has predestined us through repentance, conversion, faith, 
sanctification, the cross, and the death of God. 


*The Latin text says "si modo". Like the holy Scriptures themselves, the Confession also 
speaks of the eternal election of grace in a thoroughly practical way, i.e. in its exposition of it it 


r 
proceeds from the YEVOC exdexrév, 1 Pet. 2, 9, which manifests itself as such through faith, 
sanctification, the cross, the struggle, etc., from the holy Christian faith. 

The Church is the coetus electorum by its very nature. They and each of their members should 


know that God, in his eternal counsel and purpose, has made decrees concerning them, to which 
they owe their salvation in time and eternity. Among these resolutions is also the one that they 
may and should consider themselves God's chosen children only if and so long as they pray, 


abide in God's Word and grace, etc. Therefore the Formula of Concord wants to say with that "Si 


modo": Only do not think, you Christians, that God has decided to keep you in his grace, even if 


you do not pray, even if you despise God's word, even if you draw God's goodness upon your 
will. etc. 
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Throughout temptation, watching, praying, and struggling, we have been chosen and 
ordained to eternal blessedness. This is the teaching of the Formula of Concord. 

She has copied this teaching from the words of the Holy Spirit. In two places 
the sacred Scripture tells us how we are to conceive the actus eligendi. 2 Thess. 2, 
13. and 1 Pet. 1, 2. itis expressly emphasized that the election of the persons ayiacup 
mvebuatos, "in the Holy 


The Holy Spirit is the "inspiration of the Spirit" and, as St. Paul adds, b aiote: aAnOeiac, 
"in the faith of the truth". No election to final blessedness, then, without sanctification 
proceeding from the Holy Spirit, and its first-fruits effect, faith in the gospel! In, may 
be apprehended instrumentally in both places; it is quite synonymous with by, 6-. 4, 
as Chrysostom already remarks, and as Luther translated the word 1 Pet. 1, 2. The 
Holy Spirit means to say this in both passages, Ye believing Christians, ye children 
of God, by the Spirit of God sanctifying you, and bringing you to believe the Gospel, 
were chosen to blessedness before the foundation of the world. The sanctification of 
the Spirit and the faith of the truth is, as it were, the way by which election leads to 
blessedness. When God's eternal, causeless mercy in Christ wanted to take hold of 
you and separate you from the world lost through your own fault, it did so with the 
unchangeable, divine purpose to choose you and make you blessed by the way of 
faith wrought by the Holy Spirit through the gospel, a way that is open to all men and 
by which all men would also enter heaven, if most of them did not wantonly deny the 
same to the Holy Spirit. - Thus Scripture and confession are in the most beautiful 
harmony. 

If, therefore, we Missourians say that God has determined to make all and 
every person of the elect blessed by faith, Prof. Schitte is magnanimous enough to 
find this "rather unobjectionable. But that we now also teach that God has predestined 
all and every person of the elect to faith, and declare both statements to be identical, 
arouses his highest wrath; in this he sees "the Missourian horse's foot" and "the 
predestinarian fallacy". We are said to be guilty of "deceptive argumentation" in this. In 
what does this consist? According to Schutte, in that from the premise, "God wills the 
elect to be saved by faith alone," we conclude, "Consequently, God has also 
ordained the elect to believe." This conclusion of ours is said to be false. Why? Ei, 
says Prof. Schiitte, "is it not just possible that predestination unto salvation comes in 


between the already given faith and the salvation to be given?" *) Certainly! 


*) "Is it not well that predestination to blessedness finds its place between the faith already 
given and the blessedness to be given?" 
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we answer. We see no great injustice in the teaching that God did not predestinate 
to salvation until after he had determined to give faith. But we hold that the decision 
to give faith belongs to the election of grace as a constituent part of it. But how our 
above conclusion should thereby lose its balance, no reasonable man can see. We 
hold it fast, in spite of Schutte and his associates. But why do we hold it? Simply 
because it is founded on God's Word, because the Holy Spirit commands us to make 
it. This is the terrible thing about our opponents, that in the mysterious doctrine of the 
election of grace they draw conclusions which their own blind reason gives them, but 
that on the other hand they reject and heresy the conclusions which God's Word 
commands them to draw. If only they would look at the Scriptures with eyes 
enlightened by the Holy Spirit! We cannot understand how they can have the courage 
to deny that the Scriptures teach election to faith. In Ephesians 1, the apostle 
irrefutably attributes all the spiritual blessings that Christians receive in time, to which 
faith belongs first and foremost, to their election before the foundation of the world. 
From this alone it follows inevitably that God must have chosen us Christians also to 
faith. But, as if for good measure, the apostle adds, "And hath ordained us to filial 
piety toward himself." Are we placed in the vio“eoia, in filial relationship, otherwise 
than by faith? Must not, therefore, the divine mpooptopds, as it establishes our filiation 
so also extended to our faith, by which we have become children? And now even 1 
Pet. 1, 2, not even to think of the passage Act. 13, 48. not even to think of it! St. Peter 
expressly says there that Christians were chosen "for obedience and sprinkling of 
the blood of Jesus Christ. Faith and justification, then, he traces to election. For that 
by "obedience" here is to be understood the "obedience of faith" has been proved to 
the evidence before in these sheets; none of our opponents has even attempted to 
invalidate this proof. Thus our doctrine that we are elect by faith has solid ground in 
Scripture. It is precisely because God has chosen us in the faith of truth that he has 
also chosen us to believe the truth. By the former statement God's Word designates 
the ordo praedestinatorius, and teaches us that election is an ordered one; by the other 
statement Scripture shows us that our whole Christianity, from the beginning to the 
consummation, is the effect and fruit of God's gracious election. Let our adversaries 
suck poison from this doctrine, which is attested by God's Word and confessed by 
our church: we have it, by God's grace, as sweet, blessed 
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Truth, upon which we intend to live and die with God's help. 

What is the ultimate reason why Prof. Schiitte is so angry about our doctrine 
that we were chosen by faith to salvation, and thus also to persevering faith? Why 
does he call it an "abominable doctrine" when we define the election of grace as 
God's eternal decision to call "us, precisely us, and with us the whole holy church," 
to enlighten us with the gifts of the Holy Spirit, to sanctify and preserve us in the right 
faith, and finally to perfect us eternally and gloriously? We are sorry to say that Prof. 
Schutte also takes offense at the free grace of God in Christ! What has always filled 
all true Christians with blessed wonder, before which they sink adoringly into the 
dust, namely, that God, before all time, chose them above all other children of Adam, 
prepared for them from the beginning the kingdom of grace and glory, snatched 
them out of Satan's power, converted them, brought them to faith, and, in spite of all 
enemies, preserved them to eternal life, they who were God's enemies by nature 
like the others and could contribute nothing, nothing, to their blessedness: - Schitte 
calls this wonderful, godly, praiseworthy mystery an "abominable doctrine," because 
he does not want to accept that nothing but grace, nothing but free, unfathomable 
mercy in Christ is the only reason for our salvation in time and eternity. If God would 
have our opponents recognize the arrogance of their hearts, they would soon realize 
with horror that they have rejected the only comfort in life and death by their previous 
rejection of our doctrine of the election of grace, and would then, by God's grace, no 
longer resent the sweet, blessed truth that we Christians owe our pardon and 
glorification to God's eternal election of grace. For God only gives grace to the 
humble, 1 Pet. 5, 5. - 

Prof. Schtitte is most indignant about the third charge of falsification of our 
affirmative, which we brought against him. It is said to be "the most inexcusable of all". 
Schiitte says: "It would not be difficult here to show how meanly you treat a friend and 
how unfairly you present the position of your opponents to the readers of Lehre und Wehre. 


However, I forbear to do so. "*) Well, he saves us the trouble of refuting it, but at the 
same time he forces us to repeat our accusation of falsification. Prof. 


*) "It would not be difficult to show here how contemptuously you treat a friend and how 
unfairly you present the position of your opponents to the readers of 'Lehre und Wehre.' But | 
refrain from doing so." 
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Schutte smuggled the word "absolute" into the Missourian doctrine of the subjective 
certainty of election, as if it were self-evident. According to his account, a man can 


only be certain of his election in two ways, either absolutely or conditionally. Tertium 


non datur. The doctrine of conditional certainty is taught by Schutte and rejected by 
Missouri. From this it follows irrefutably that, according to the former assertion, 
Missouri demands the absolute certainty of election. If Prof. Schitte does not wish 
to acknowledge the correctness of this conclusion, then he would be well advised to 
revoke the assertion that, in addition to absolute and conditional certainty, a third 
does not exist. For the rest, it would be easy to prove that our opponents have 
imputed the doctrine of absolute certainty to us from the beginning, and that Schutte 
himself considers infallible and absolute certainty to be identical. But with the latter's 
kind permission: "I forbear to do so!" It would not help. 


There is, however, still much in Professor Schiitte's "Open letter" by which we 
could prove his great hollowness and his conspicuous lack of theological insight and 
knowledge. For example, his nonsensical assertion that in the May issue of "Lehre 
und Wehre" we are supposed to have given two definitions of the term 
predestination, one of which contradicts the other. Or his most silly "Dream," in which, 
among other things, he has given a strange sample of his modesty by puffing himself 
and his fellow-members up as "modest, cool, brave, confident," but painting us 
Missourians as "bloodthirsty" Calvinists. But no doubt our readers will gladly remit to 
us the serious refutation of such and similar childishness. If Prof. Schitte does not 
strike a different, better tone in his polemic, we are forever finished with him. For we 
have no desire, moreover, to struggle with an opponent to whose previous writings 
the following word of Shakespeare finds its full application: 

"Gratiano speaks an infinite deal of nothing, more than any man in all Venice. His 
reasons are as two grains of wheat bid in two bushels of chaff: you shall seek all day ere you 
find them, and when you have them, they are not worth to search. "*) (Merchant of Venice, 


Act I Scene 1.) E. W. K. 


*) "Gratiano speaks an infinite amount of meaningless stuff, more than any man in all 
Venice His arguments are like two grains of wheat hidden in two bushels of chaff: you have to 
search all day before you find them, and when you finally have them, they turn out not to be 
worth searching for." 


Rom. 8:28-30. 


Rom. 8:28-30. 


Under this heading Prof. F. W. Stellhorn has published a long article in number 
4 of the "Columbus Theological Magazine". This offers us the opportunity to finally 
fulfill the promise we made in the April issue of "Lehre und Wehre" and to humbly 
interject a word into our opponents' expositions of our interpretation of Rom. 8, 28- 
30. Our summary judgment of the article is this. Such a superficial, arbitrary 
interpretation of Scripture, which does so much violence to the text and context, and 
which is presented with such arrogance and nobility, as that perpetrated by the 
Columbian exegete, is hard to find elsewhere. We are sorry to have to speak so 
harshly; but after the love we still owe to our old friend Stellhorn, we cannot do 
otherwise. Only drastic means will be able to cure him. 

Whoever approaches the reading of Stellhorn's article, the point of which is 
naturally directed against Missouri, with the expectation that in it at least an attempt 
has been made to deduce the meaning of the Holy Spirit in Rom. 8, 28. ff. from its 
words and the context in which they stand, according to the analogy of faith, sees 
himself bitterly deceived. Prof. Stellhorn entirely refrains from a detailed examination 
of the disputed passage. The meaning of the passage has long been clear to him, 
so that he could spare himself the trouble of proving it from the context. He has 
drawn it from the writings of the dogmatists of the seventeenth century, and with a 
strong addition of synergistic and modern-theological ingredients has watered it 
down and made it worse. We, however, consider the neo-theological talk of a 
supposedly "presuppositionless" exegesis to be Hellen Schwindel, especially since 
we know that all prophecy is supposed to be similar to faith. But this latter is 
something quite different from the horrendous arbitrariness with which Stellhorn 
goes about his exegesis. Not the analogia fidei, but the intuitu fidei, is the 
presupposition from which he proceeds. And this, combined with a good dose of 
heavy resentment against our Synod, makes him incapable of calmly letting the plain 
Scriptural word work upon him, of examining without prejudice our, the Missourians’, 
arguments which we have brought forward for the correct explanation of it, and of 
desisting from his obstinate adherence to false principles. Thus it comes about that 
the unfortunate man slides further and further down the sloping path on which, 
according to our firm conviction, he has got himself. 

With the determination of the term trpdtisoic he begins his exegetical 
"investigations". Stated of God, the word is found in five New Testament passages, 
which alone, therefore, are here considered. ipo“eoig means in German "Vorsatz," 
"resolution." It is thus be- 
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God has set before Himself something that must be done, has made a decision that 
will be carried out. There can be no dispute about this. But the nature of this divine 
purpose, over whom or what it extends, is not expressed in the word itself. Only the 
context in which it is used can decide this. For Prof. Stellhorn, it is of course certain 
from the outset how God's must be defined. It is, according to him, "the general plan 
of salvation, or the determination of the way to blessedness common to all men, or 
the first part of predestination in the broader sense..., or the ordinance of the means." 
Now does Stellhorn prove this traditional definition of the term from the five passages 
he attracts? He leaves that nicely alone. With astonishing superficiality - he himself 
says, of course, that he has examined them "diligently" - he passes over them without 
even making a serious attempt to deduce that definition from them. He says that it is 
proved by him, therefore it is proved! This seems to be a main principle of his logic. 

The first passage which Stellhorn adduces is Rom. 8:28: "To them that love 
God all things must be for the best, which are appointed according to the purpose." 
How does he here determine the term trpdtieoic? , "k>om tbis," he says, "we see at a 
glance that the word ‘purpose’ here denotes the purpose of God to call men, viz.: to 


repentance, faith and life everlasting." In German: "From this we see at a glance that 
‘purpose- here denotes the purpose of God to call men, viz. to repentance, faith and 
life everlasting." Full stop. Thus our exegete has proved what he means to prove, 
and now, without another word, proceeds freshly and cheerfully to the second 
passage. "O for shame!" as Prof. Schutte is wont to say. Outside of Columbus there 
is not aman who, either at first sight, or at second sight, or at all, could conceive that 
our passage speaks of a divine purpose to call all mankind, that is, of the general 
council of salvation. The people of whom St. Paul speaks are without doubt the God- 
lovers, i.e. the true, living Christians who stand under the cross. Only, only of these 
is the speech. The apostle does not think of the despisers of the divine word. He 
wants to comfort the cross-bearing Christians. To them he assures that all things 
must serve them for the best. This exceedingly consoling assurance he grounds; Toic¢ 
yard mpo& eat zAytoic obet," continues 

he adds, "since they are the ones called by purpose." The apostle means to say: 
You Christians know that you have become lovers of God only because God has 
called you through his gospel. But do not think that the latter happened by chance. 
No, in your calling an unchangeable divine counsel has come upon you. 
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...accomplished. God has decided to make you his children through his calling. From 
this great fact you must, indeed you should, draw the conclusion that consequently 
everything must be helpful to you for good, and that therefore nothing, nothing can 
separate you from the love of God in Christ your Lord. The fact that you are called 
by the law guarantees your blessedness. - This is irrefutably the meaning of verse 
28. In what follows the apostle proves and proves his reasoning. But of this later. 
That therefore the general plan of salvation is not to be understood by the trpd8¢oic, 
is evident from the fact that the apostle speaks only of those called who have 
become true Christians by profession, not of those who have not followed it. Only of 
the former, therefore, does he say that they are called by precept. 

Prof. Stellhorn deals just as superficially, but even more cruelly, with his 
second passage, Rom. 9:11: "That the purpose of God might be according to 
election, it was said to her (Rebecca)..... Let the greater become servant to the 
lesser." What does this mean, "the purpose of God according to election"- 7) Cat’ 


éxhoyny tob Oeovd mpbOepic-? This is what our exegete first asks. We pass over with 
silence the interpretations of various older and more recent commentators, some of 
which contradict each other, but which he communicates without criticism. He seems 
to understand the words correctly in the main. By defining the purpose of God as a 


moderate one, it is at the same time characterized as an absolutely free one. "When 
God formed His purpose, He was not bound by anything or anybody outside of Himself to 
form just this purpose and no other, but He chose to do so." This is quite true, though this 


explanation does not give the yat' éyAoyijv its full due. Now, however, instead of 
applying this proposition to the present passage, and concluding that God, therefore, 
at his free pleasure, ordered the temporal destiny of Esau and Jacob, and chose the 
latter before the former, Stellhorn proceeds, without any mediation, to the assertion 
that God "chose" a certain way, to bring fallen men to heaven, namely, infallibly all 
those "who, by the grace and power he has imparted, would go this way, or rather 
would allow themselves to be led along it," and that God "in accordance with this 
free choice of his made the resolution to do in time what he has already done and is 
still doing in order to make men blessed." By these partly blatantly synergistic words, 
of which not even a hint is to be found in the text, Stellhorn thus intends to define 
more closely the divine mpd8eatc in our passage Rom. 9, 11. Finally, however, he 
adds that the passage does not at first deal with the prude st ination to eternal life, 
but only contains a type of it. - God preserve us from such an interpretation of 
Scripture! Is then the 
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Is the man really so blinded as not to see how synergistically he speaks, how grossly 
he contradicts himself, how he proves absolutely nothing of what he wants to prove? 
If the "elective purpose" of God is His free, unchangeable resolution, determined by 
nothing and no one but Him, and that is the purpose to prefer Jacob to Esau, and if 
this latter, as is evidently the case, is not to be understood of the ordinance to eternal 
life: how in the world is it possible that the purpose of God in our place should mean 
the general plan of God's salvation, and, what is more, with man's synergism 
interposed?! Stellhorn's exegetical acumen is positively superhuman! But that is 
what comes of being too learned. 

The third passage which Stellhorn cites is Eph. 1:11. as follows: "By whom 
(Christ) we also are come to inheritance, who were ordained before, according to 
the purpose of him that worketh all things after the counsel of his will - Tpoopio“ivtes 
yata mpMeouw tov ta mavta -vep- yodvtoc yt. The apostle says: We Christians - for it is 
only of these that the context speaks - have come to inheritance through Christ, 
having been predestinated to it, and that predestinated according to the purpose of 
Him who works all things, that is, also our blessedness. Thus our predestination to 
salvation is called predestinarian, i.e., such a predestination in which an immutable 
divine purpose, which has been decreed for us Christians, comes to pass. The 
purpose of God, therefore, has as its personal object the Christians, and as its 
objective object their blessedness. This interpretation is given and required by the 
text. If Prof. Stellhorn did not want to accept it, he would have had to refute it. But 
he does not even attempt to do so. As usual, he only asserts. First assertion: 
Therefore predestination is dependent on intention. Second assertion: Therefore 
predestination and intention are not equivalent terms. Third assertion: consequently 


mpMeotc also signifies Eph. 1, 11. the general council of salvation. He adds no word 
of proof. Stat pro ratione voluntas. But let no one now doubt that Stellhorn is to 
Missouri, as Goliath the giant was to Israel, "a dangerous man. 

In the fourth passage also, Eph. 3:11, we find in the expression "yatd mpolizaiv 
Tov ai@vev’ - according to eternal purpose - not the general plan of salvation 
expressed. To exegete the passage now is not our intention. We have, after all, only 
to do with the mpdHeotc. But this much is certain, that the expression mentioned 
refers to verse 10. Here the apostle says, that through the church the manifold 


wisdom of God should be made known to the heavenly rulers and powers, and that, 
as v. 11. now adds, "according to eternal 
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The purpose which God hath purposed in Christ our Lord." Prof. Stellhorn, however, 
is far from examining the connection in which v. 11. stands. He simply statues, 
mpdKeotg denotes the voluntas antecedens, the additionInoot to Kvpiw nucv the 
voluntas consequens. Whether this now fits into the context or not, does not in the 
least amuse him, any more than it causes him headaches whether his interpretation 
is linguistically possible or not. That, for instance, it is quite impossible to insert into 
the relative clause nv éroinoev év X. Ino. xTA. to construct faith into it, the learned 
professor either does not see, or passes over with sovereign silence. He cares only 
to save a principle, and that principle is, "In respect of the conduct of man 4a. tout 
prix!" Again we say, God preserve us in grace from such an interpretation of Scripture 
] 

The last citation is 2 Tim. 1:9: "Who hath saved us, and called us with a holy 
calling, not according to our works, but according to his purpose and grace (xart* Jdiav 


mpo"sotv xa\ yapiv) which was given us in Christ JEsu before the times of the world." 
In order to explain this passage, in which, according to his own confession, it deals 
with what God has done "for us Christians," Prof. Stellhorn adduces the glosses of 
several older exegetes. This he does in order to prove that the merit of Christ may 
not be excluded from the eternal purpose of God to make us blessed. To this, of 
course, we have no objection. The words, "xxx XxxXXXXX XXxx," "who has made us 
blessed," "who has saved us," include, indeed, all that has been done for our 
blessedness, that is, not only to us, but also for us. But this is not the point at all. 
Stellhorn wanted to prove that also in 2 Tim. 1, 9. xxxxxxxx = general plan of 
salvation. And yet he does not say a word about it. It is as if he himself felt that the 
apostle is not speaking of the world that tramples on God's grace, but of the 
Christians who are and will be blessed. To them St. Paul brings to mind that it is not 
their merit and work, but the free purpose of God in Christ, the eternal divine mercy, 
and, let us add, the election of grace that has made them blessed and called them. 
He speaks of the earnest will of God to save the whole world in countless other 
places, but not here. This is such an irrefutable fact that Stellhorn, as | have said, 
does not dare to shake it. Nevertheless, he boldly claims to have proven from 2 Tim. 
1:9 that God's eternal purpose and his general will of salvation are identical. But there 
everything really ends! Stellhorn may say to himself how such an appearance is to 
be described in good German. 
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It is clear, then, that our exegete has not been able to prove his preconceived 
notion of the term from any of the passages he has adduced, and that he has 
therefore deluded his readers into nothing but blue smoke. In three places, as we 
have seen, the word is used to denote the divine decree to make us, Christians 
blessed. Nowhere is there any mention of a conditional purpose. Shall we now 
remind Prof. Stellhorn, in addition to all this, that the Concordia formula itself, that 
Selnecker, Chr. Kérner, Luc. Osiander the Apostle, and other fathers of our Church, 
regard the divine purpose as a synonym of the election of grace? See "Lehre und 
Wehre," Vol. 26, June issue, pp. 161 ff. We fear it would not help after all. The 
incense that has been sprinkled on Stellhorn for years has evidently gone to his head 
in such a way that his mental and spiritual vision has clouded over in a deplorable 
way. May he soon be sobered up! - 

Now that Prof. Stellhorn has finished with the word "resolution" in the manner 
characterized above, he turns to the second word, which needs explanation in Rom. 
8, 28-30, to the word Trpogyvw - "has provided beforehand." Of course, here also his 
intuitu fidei theory did not suffer from the outset that he should understand and 
interpret the same correctly. We are astonished at nothing in Stellhorn. But the way 
in which he deals with the words yivaoyely, -poyivaoyely, Tpoyvaots, is so remarkable 
that we cannot refrain from going into it a little more closely. 

Concerning the meaning of the verbum simplex ytv@oyetv in several scriptural 
passages, both P. Stéckhardt and the undersigned have spoken in detail, so that 
repetition does not seem necessary here. To Stellhorn's interpretation of this word, 
therefore, only three or four remarks. The Columbus exegete first states that we 
Missourians, as blind followers of the Greifswald professor Cremer, have foisted a 
new and indeed false meaning upon it, namely, that of appropriating, loving 
knowledge. Soon afterwards, however, he admits that the said word, together with 
the Hebrew XXX, which is related to it, could at least mean a "nosse cum affectu et 
effectu." If this is not a contradictio in adjecto, we understand nothing of logic. It is 


hereby nailed down in perpetuam memoriam as a specimen of Stellhornian philosophy. 
Further, our exegete remarks that not the word itself, but only the context in which it 
stands, can decide whether it has the "new meaning" or not. This is also our 
conviction; no Missourian has ever asserted otherwise. It is only a pity that Stellhorn 
himself makes no use of this excellent principle, but rather ignores and disavows it. 
Thirdly, he does not admit that in the also 
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The author of the book, the author of the book, the author of the book, the author of 
the book, the author of the book, the author of the book, the author of the book, the author 
of the book, the author of the book, the author of the book. Everywhere the simple 
translation "to know" is supposed to suffice. And yet he professes the opinion of the 
"venerable Stock," who in his Clavis V. T. of XXX, etc., says: "Praeter notitiam connotat 
etiam varios motus, affectus et effectus, qui notitiam consequuntur," and grounds this view 
of his very nicely from the sacred Scriptures. So the meaning attracted is not found 
in Scripture according to Stellhorn, i. e., according to the same it is found in it after 
all! For him, to be and not to be are evidently one and the same. - Finally, he makes 
a tremendous attack on a - straw man. He asserts: "Some, indeed, say that when God 
or Christ is said to know somebody, the verb 'to know* always has the new signification." 
He himself emphasizes the word always. So there are those who maintain there that 
wherever the word yivaoyet, yr is used of God, it signifies a nosse cum affectu et 


effectu. And now Stellhorn takes issue with this sentence with Attic wit and Teutonic 
rudeness. Wisely, however, he conceals the names of those who have perpetrated 
the nonsense that is expressed here. Of course, his readers should immediately 
think of us Missourians. Meanwhile it is a fact that neither a Missourian nor any other 
interpreter of Scripture has ever asserted that ywaayew, , uttered by God, has 
always the meaning "loving, appropriating knowledge." This is a pure invention of 
the inventive Odyfseus-Stellhorn. We do not, of course, enter into a serious 
refutation of such Minchhausiads. 

He now sets about explaining the mpoytv@oystw. The word, whether it be uttered 
by God or by men, is said to mean in all cases only "foreknowledge." For in the 
classical Greek "s" likewise has only this one meaning, with the exception of three 
passages in Demosthenes, Thucydides, and Xenophon, for instance, where it is to 
be rendered "to judge," or "to decide" and "to care. With this Stellhorn wants to prove 
that consequently also in the New Testament it cannot have the "new and special 
meaning" which "some" (namely, the Missourians) give to "this verbum. But that 
would be, to say the least, a rather silly assertion, which does not exactly testify to 
any particular perspicacity. For, as is well known, there are many words which have 
quite different meanings in the New Testament idiom than in the classical Graecian. 
We only recall the New Testament use of the word triotic (faith), which is nowhere 
found in the profane writers. It therefore remains, in spite of Prof. Stellhorn's lexicons, 
a fact that zpyyivaoyeq in the three New Testament passages in which it is ascribed 
to God has the meaning of simple "foreknowledge" 
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does not have, - well, simply because it can not have this meaning. 
Look, e. g., only at 1 Pet. 1, 20. where Christ is called ,,zpoeyvwopévoc -pd 
katapoljco yoouov" - "provided beforehand before the foundation of the world.” 


Stellhorn thinks it "perfectly clear" that this means as much as: God had already in 
eternity known Christum as the Redeemer beforehand. We do not deny that this 
gives a meaning, but we decidedly deny that this is the meaning intended by the 
Holy Spirit. It does not occur to our exegete, of course, to first examine the whole 
context of the passage and only then to judge. He just oracles away. And yet the 
very context shows that here mpoywioy& 1v cannot mean "to know beforehand." The 
Apostle undeniably wishes to make his Christians aware of the great thing God had 
done for them in that the revelation of His Son as the Saviour of the world had fallen 
upon their time. How could Peter have done this if he had really expressed the trivial 
thought that Christ had not appeared without God's eternal foreknowledge that he 
would appear? Not, therefore, of a state in God, but of an eternal divine doing, is the 
Tpoytv@oysw here to be understood. Christ, as the Lamb of God revealed at the last 
times, is the realization of an eternal divine knowledge, which had him, Christ, for its 
substance. Now let Christians rejoice that they may behold the salvation prepared 
for them from eternity, that what was God's pre-mortal thought is now realized before 
their eyes. This is the intended meaning of our passage. That Stellhorn's view of it, 
moreover, is also linguistically, grammatically wrong, we refer the readers to "Lehre 
und Wehre" 1880, page 201 f. to convince themselves of this. 

We now move on to Rom. 8, 29. It is quite appalling how Stellhorn here also 


deals with the words of the Holy Spirit. He refers the otc mpoéyva to tots dyammat tov 


Oédv in verse 28. in such a way that he translates, "Whom he foreknew as such as 
would love God, and thereby prove that they were true believers in Christ," those he 
predestined, etc. In this he commits first of all a gross stylistic blunder, which should 
not have happened to so learned a man. For the fact that he copied it from the 
Rostock professor Philippi does not change this fact. Every unprejudiced person 
sees from the German translation that it is not at all proper to add a predicate to the 
object ous, "which," in the independent clause introduced with "which he has 
previously provided," whether this supposed predicate is brought over from verse 28 
or is added as a matter of course. Independently we call the clause, because it is 
connected by ous, "for," to the preceding one. If the oucg were absent, it would be 
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it is linguistically more possible to relate the relative oug to Tots dya-@o1. But since it is 
not absent, this relation is badly impossible. The Apostle intends in the clause 
connected by ouc to further -explain and affirm that for those who love God their being 
called beforehand is a surety that everything must serve them for the best. Now, if 
the Apostle had really meant to say that God had foreknown those who loved him, 
and therefore predestined them to be the likeness of the image of his Son, the 
appositive, "since they are the rudimentarily called," would become quite superfluous. 
These words do not refer to their love for God, but to their being called in advance. 
The foreknowledge of God, therefore, has to do only with the persons, and not with 
their nature. See also "L. and W.," op. cit. 203, 204. But Stellhorn's interpretation 
becomes truly atrocious in that he evidently makes the love of Christians, foreseen 
by God, the ground of predestination. He may, however, put his shameful synergism 
in as many disguises as he pleases, but it is of no avail to him. God foresaw, before 
he predestined, the quality of those to be predestined. This quality was for him the 
standard to which he had to conform. God saw a condition fulfilled in certain men. 
Therefore he predestined them to the likeness of the glory of his Son. This condition, 
foreseen by him as fulfilled, was love. So the love of those to be chosen was a reason 
for their election. This is what the text said, if Stellhorn's addition were in the right. 
Every Christian sees at first sight that such an interpretation does not resemble faith, 
and is therefore false, even ungodly. This is where the poor man's resentment and 
obstinacy has brought him. How quickly was fulfilled in him what only a few months 
ago Prof. Walther had described with warning seriousness as "the danger in doctrinal 
disputes" ("L. u. W.", April issue 1881, p. 154 f.)! 

If he had even a shadow of right to reject our interpretation of the glorious 
passage Rom. 8:28-30! Text and context demand it, and by the analogy of Scripture 
and faith it is confirmed. The apostle says, "As those who are called beforehand, 
nothing can happen to those who love God that is not helpful to them for good. For 
God also predestinated those whom he had previously provided to be conformed to 
the likeness of the Son of God. Since the purpose of God was realized in their calling, 
they must also be eternally endowed by God, that is, they must be known in advance 
and placed in communion with Him. With his recognition, however, God has also at 
the same time fixed for them the goal to which they are to reach one day, when they 
will have come into existence. This goal is their becoming partakers of the image of 
his Son. But in order to realize this predestination of theirs and to confirm the 
realization to them, God has given the 
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He also called the predestined, and justified those who were called, and glorified 
those who were justified, and promised them the glory of the future. Thus it is proved 
that all things, even their cross, must be for the good of the lovers of God, who are 
called by the law. God has given them the destiny of eternal salvation, and in their 
own experience of salvation, which is the result of their calling and justification, they 
have a pledge that their destiny will continue to be fulfilled until they reach their 
blessed goal. 

According to our unalterable conviction, this is the train of thought of our 
passage. Prof. Stellhorn now moquirts, among other things, about the fact that, on 
the part of the Missourians, the verdict of the late Dr. v. Hofmann, as that of an 
acknowledged linguist, has also been referred to in order to explain this. Habeat sibi! 
He knows quite well that we have by no means endorsed v. Hofmann's theology, 
with which we have at any rate much less in common than the famous theologian of 
Columbus. Likewise, he should at least know that he does not impress us in the least 
by saying that he has never heard of v. Hofmann having been a linguist at all. 
Whether he knows this or not is very indifferent to us. In the latter period he has only 
too often proved that he does not know many things that such a learned man as he 
ought to know. For example, the fact that Cremer, whom he recognizes "in a certain 
sense" as "a model philologist," drew his philological wisdom in very many cases 
from - v. Hofmann's commentaries! 

Finally, a brief word on Prof. Stellhorn's explanation of the term trpdyvwors, 
"providence," in Act. 2, 23. and 1 Petr. 1,2. 

In the former passage Peter says to the Jews that Christ was "yielded up by 
the deliberate counsel and providence of God."- tn @piovévy Bovdy yai mpoyveioet tov 
Geov ‘éyootov. Stellhorn explains this as follows. Christ was given up by Judas to the 
Jews, and by the Jews to Pontio Pilato. But this was not done by chance, but in 
accordance (in accordance with) divine decree and foreknowledge. God had 
determined that Christ should die in our stead, and He knew exactly how this would 
be done. There again we see Stellhorn's arbitrariness in all its glory. In the first place, 
there is not a word in the text of the giving of the price of Christ by Judas, the Jews, 
and Pontius Pilate. "The prize Christ ye Jews have taken and put to death," thus and 
not otherwise is it written. It is the Divine giving of the prize that is spoken of, not the 
human, cf. Rom. 4:25, 8:32, and v. a. St. m. Secondly, tn wpiouivy Bovdn xa\ mpoyxa- 


e-St 1s now and never "according to considered counsel, etc.," but, as Luther correctly 
translates, "from considered counsel and verse." It would have to stand xara, if the 
translation were "according to God's will and foreknowledge." 
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right goods. The apostle means to say, God's unchangeable decree and providence 
have made Christ a prize. From this it is evident, thirdly, that zpdyvaotc in our place 
is not Vor 

can be called foreknowledge. For even Stellhorn would not want to assert that divine 
foreknowledge had caused Christ's glorification. That God foreknew how Christ 
would die is a beautiful truth, of which, however, not a dying word is to be found in 
our text. Even, therefore, if @putuévy were referred only to Bovdy, and not also to 


Tpoyva"1, which the former is also our personal view, even then it would be to be 
translated, "By virtue of determined counsel and foreknowledge of God, Christ is 
given away." St. Peter means to say this: "You Jews are dealing with Christ according 
to the ungodly, sacrilegious thoughts of your hearts, and you would have put him out 
of the way. But know that he was given up to you, because God had determined this 
unalterably, and before it happened had considered it, and had made it his thought 
and provided for it. For through Christ God wanted to redeem the whole world, 
including you, and make it blessed. 

Prof. Stellhorn has made the easiest work for himself in the "explanation" of 1 
Petr. 1, 2. Listen and be amazed. He says: 


"Why here the word ‘foreknowledge’ should not retain its original and usual 


signification, we cannot see." He's done. The readers of the "Magazine" now know 
exactly what Prof. Stellhorn is unable to see. From which they have to draw the 
conclusion that even in 1 Pet. 1, 2. the intuitu fidei is taught, and - Prof. F. W. Stellhorn 
is as thorough a theologian as he is learned. - 

We, however, with feelings that pierce our nothingness, now take leave of the 
great man, preparing ourselves for the fact that the bowls of his wrath will now also 
pour down on our heads. But this cannot keep us from expressing our heartfelt wish 
- and God grant that it may also go to our hearts! - that Prof. Stellhorn would soon 
begin to grow small in his own eyes. "For God resisteth the proud, but giveth grace 
unto the humble!" E. W. K. 


Several remarks about "old and new". 


In the May issue of "Lehre und Wehre," p. 172, there is the remark: "No. 8. of 
‘Altes und Neues' has also begun to treat the 11th article of the Concordia formula. 
At the entrance it is equally disputed, as if we denied that beatification was 
conditioned by faith, and as if we excluded faith altogether from election." This 
judgment is referred to by Prof. Schmidt in No. 13 of "Old and New." 
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p. 179, as a gross falsehood. Now, however, in No. 8, p. 116, of the said journal, the 
following words are to be read: "Shall we, then, according to the logic of our 
opponents, set it up as a symbolical doctrine, that even in beatification God takes 
no account whatever of faith, but makes blessed par excellence "according to the 
purpose of his will?"" Compare with this the statement in No. 9, p. 134, according to 
which the election we teach is "to make sinners as such heirs of blessedness without 
regard to repentance and faith in Christ." In which reader will not the thought arise, 
as if, according to our opinion, beatification were possible without regard to faith? 
We will, however, believe Prof. Schmidt, that he did not mean to ascribe to us such 
a theory of beatification without faith, and admit that that passage, "according to the 
logic of our opponents," may also be interpreted as if we must, according to our 
logic, exclude faith from beatification, not that we really conclude so. But such 
speeches as the above sound very ambiguous. And in any case, Prof. Schmidt, in 
the note of No. 13, does not correctly represent our opinion of the position of faith in 
election. We do not regard faith as a subsequent annex added to the elective decree, 
but include faith in the elective decree in such a way that we say that God has 
determined to make all and every particular person of the elect blessed precisely 
through faith. In one act God ordained us to faith, sonship, and salvation. 

The article, by the way, which contains those disputed words, the discussion 
of Epitome § 12 or the 11th article of the Concordia formula, which runs through 4 
numbers of "Altes und Neues" (No. 8-11), brings no new contributions to the 
explanation of the Confession. We would not get much out of it if we wanted to 
analyze the many conclusions from all kinds of premises with which Prof. Schmidt 
operates against us here. The next interest of the polemic we have begun is to clarify 
the wording of the striking scriptural passages and of the confession. Since the 
above-mentioned article, as already noted, brings nothing essentially new, since 
Prof. Schmidt only repeats the well-known exegesis of the opponents, and neither 
in discussing the 8 points nor anywhere else does he deal with the reasons with 
which we support our interpretation and combat the interpretation of the opposing 
party, there is no occasion to reconfirm what was said earlier. His interpretation of B 
12 of the Epitome agrees with Prof. Loy's; thus, we would not have anything else to 
reply to than what we replied to Prof. Loy on this point in the May issue of this journal, 
pp. 173-175. It is, after all, a mistaken enterprise from the outset to start from § 12, 
which deals with how we are to recognize our choice, where we are to look for our 
choice, §§ 1-11 
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of the epitome, the description of the choice itself, to make it understandable. Why 
not rather start from the beginning and go on step by step ? How fluid, indeterminate, 
and floating is the definition of election by grace given in No. 10, p. 147, as "such an 
act of God's grace" that "is equally possible for all and is therefore also offered to all 
in Word and Sacrament, but is only really granted to believers as such and therefore 
depends on the seizure of electing grace in Christ, in Word and Sacrament, for its 
realization"! It is exceedingly difficult to form clear thoughts on this point. But 
because the opponents once reject the clear, simple word understanding of the 
confession, they necessarily lose themselves in such dark, confused concepts. 
G. St. 


On the pastoral treatment of the spiritually challenged. 


A conference work, according to the resolution in the Synodal Report of the Jllinois District of 
v. y. p. 90 for "Lehre und Wehre" published by G. A. Sch.) 


(Continued.) 
Thesis IV. 


Special conditions of the challenged also require their special treatment. 
Among these are: a. The challenge of blasphemous thoughts; b. The challenge of 
election; c. The challenge of concealment of divine graces; d. The challenge of sin 
against the Holy Spirit. 

The challenge because of blasphemous thoughts. The pastor must 
instruct, comfort, and admonish those who are challenged. To instruct about the 
origin of them; that such blasphemous thoughts come from the devil. Hence they 
are called, Eph. 6:16, fiery darts of the wicked, to which, according to God's holy 
counsel, even the faithful are subject. Such thoughts are, as Luther says, vain 
devilish specters, which we neither make nor do, but suffer; and are not human 
works, but sufferings. According to this, those who are challenged are to be 
comforted that these blasphemous thoughts, which are not theirs, but are inspired 
by the devil, are not imputed to them; which they must also recognize from the fact 
that they suffer them against their will, abhor them in the deepest way, are grieved 
and offended by them, and fall into great anguish of soul. When he shoots his fiery 
arrows into the heart, he is not inside the heart but outside. He assails the heart 
precisely because it is a dwelling place of God. Your condition is therefore not an 
unhappy one, but a blessed one. They shall 
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Therefore they also trust God and their Saviour, who is in them, that he, as the 
strongest, will protect his fortress against all attempts of the devil. Scriver says in the 
fourteenth sermon of the fourth part of his "Treasure of Souls": "All abominable 
thoughts, all blasphemies, all blasphemies, so that your poor heart is tormented, are 
indeed manifested in the same against your will, yes. To thy greatest sorrow, which 
thy anguish that thou feelest about it, thy sighs that thou leavest about it, and thy 
zeal that thou testifieth against it, sufficiently prove; so thou shalt not have to repay 
God for them; but in his time they will come upon the serpent's head of the devil, as 
the great abuser and malicious enemy of God, and make his judgment and 
condemnation grievous to him." See also on this subject the excellent treatise in J. 
F. Stark's Handbuch, 2nd sec. 

Finally, those who are challenged with such blasphemous thoughts are to be 
admonished, according to St. Paul's exhortation, to hold out the shield of faith against 
such fiery darts, not to indulge in such thoughts at all, but to hear and read God's 
Word diligently. It is of great use, when such thoughts come, to sing a hymn of praise 
or to recite sayings from God's Word before him. Luther says in Isa. 36:11: "In such 
spiritual temptations there is no other counsel, nor better and more powerful help 
and remedy, than for a man to put such thoughts out of his mind and to remember 
the antitype. Even though this is far beyond man's ability, there are many ways and 
means that can be devised to overcome such thoughts, if not to eliminate them 
altogether, but to alleviate them in the least. Therefore, if a man is afflicted in any 
way, the best thing he can do is either to read something in the Scriptures or to think 
of God's Word and take it to his hand and heart. And though the heart be unwilling 
to read the word of God, for the devil doth sore hinder it, and maketh a man weary 
of it; yet thou shalt constrain thyself to it, that though thy heart and thoughts would 
not go thither, yet thy tongue, ears, and eyes may have to do with it, and see, hear, 
and do otherwise than the mind and heart think and intend. For thou shalt certainly 
perceive, when the outward senses handle the word of God, that the mind and heart 
also shall easily come to it. And there the power and might of God's word is especially 
seen, namely, that it heals exceedingly well the mind and heart of man wounded with 
the devil's arrows, and restores them to health." 


(To be continued.) 
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Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


Abroad. 


Heffen. The "Allgem. Kirchenz. of July 29 writes that a conservative newspaper brings the 
surprising news that 16 persons in the Kaufungen district have declared their resignation from 
the national church and that further resignations and conversions are imminent as a result of the 
current church situation. There is no talk of a colloquium in the administrative district of Cassel, 
as the consistories of Brandenburg and Hanover do with the Protestant-united foreign applicants 
(for a church office), even where one could have cause for it. 


Thuringia. The "Pilgrim from Saxony" of July 31 writes: The testimony of the Thuringian 
Church Conference against the theology which the deputy Ludwig from Leipzig would like to 
have transplanted to the university there, and which in fact prevails in Jena, has pulled in 
Thuringia like a band-aid which one puts on a sick limb. After one reacted against this in the 
press and in lectures with a clamor in which there was little or nothing to be felt of right and 
conscience, now also about 300 Thuringian clergymen have turned to the theological faculty in 
Jena with an address in which they call the testimony of the conference a "grave insult" and 
speak only of science with respect to the Holy Scriptures, and only of history with respect to the 
ecclesiastical confessions. At the end, confusing peace and spiritual death, they express the 
wish that the Thuringian regional churches be spared confessional strife. The signatures, says 
the "Allg. Kirchenztg.", are mostly from the Grand Duchy of Weimar and the Duchy of Gotha. 
The number of signers is not quite the fourth part of the Thuringian Ministry. 


Saxony. The Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt of June 30 reports: Father Scholze has filed 
a complaint against his removal from office with the state ministers commissioned in Evangelicis. 


Religious Education in the German Simultaneous Schools. The "Mecklenburgische 
Kirchen- und Zeitblatt" of July 1 writes: In the "Padagogium," a magazine for education and 
instruction, the editor Dr. Dittes shares "Voices of the Times." Among these voices, the teachers 
from the Falk era are the ones who have the most to say. There is one who is particularly 
dissatisfied with the Puttkamer era and expresses true hatred of the clergy; he says that in the 
Simultanschule he had Catholics, Protestants and Jews together in the religion lesson, and that 
he had been able to captivate the children so much through his teaching that they were happy 
to come. But of course, the implementation of the simultaneous school would indeed have great 
difficulties as long as the school was supervised by clergymen as inspectors, and clergymen 
drilled the young teachers with narrow-minded, superficial, intolerant, thoughtless and in part 
downright stupid religious instruction. And of his own simultaneous religious instruction the 
"pedagogue" then relates with pleasure: "Never has a pupil heard from me that Christ is the Son 
of God or the second person of the Godhead, never that he has redeemed the world from original 
sin. | only gave the children his picture of life as that of a noble man, etc." - In Germany, believers 
are rightly appalled at the idea of sending their children to such heathen schools. Unfortunately, 
however, many "believers" here in America are not terrified of sending their poor children to the 
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The state schools here are nothing else than the simultaneous schools in our old fatherland, and 
lazy preachers quietly let it happen, or do not seriously object that the lambs entrusted to them, 
for which they will one day have to give God a heavy account (Ebr. 13, 17. cf. Joh. 21, 15. 1 Joh. 
2, 13.), are led to the pasture of the religionless state schools. 

W. 


In the past, the sons of pastors and teachers in Germany were those who gave 
themselves to the service of the church before others. At the Hanover Pentecostal Conference 
of that year, Oberconsistorialrath Disterdieck reported: "In former times, 47 percent came from 
parsonages. This number has dropped to 44-45 percent in the last 6 years. Similarly, the 
percentage of teachers' sons has dropped about 2-3 percent. The percentage of farmers' sons 
has doubled. It is certainly possible for an extremely blessed pastor to come from a simple 
peasant's home. But it is a very peculiar blessing when the pastor brings a finer education from 
the start." - Here in America the number of theology students from the pastor and teacher 
families, praise God! is increasing instead of decreasing. Ww. 


University of Gdttingen. In the minutes of the Hanover Pentecostal Conference we read: 
"Pastor Mylius takes a look at the theological faculty in Géttingen. The facts of salvation are 
questioned there, as the most recent writing on the 'Divinity of Christ’ shows. Theology, however, 
is the ecclesiastical science of Christianity. Sup. Schuster does not find the dangers, which are 
so often seen in the theological faculty of the Georgia-Augusta, so considerable. (!) A fight at the 
university is inevitable. There are also positively Lutheran elements in the Facultat. Moreover, 
the preachers are gladly at hand seeking theologians. Past. Mylius: One expects of a professor 
that he has come to a certain conclusion and is no longer in the midst of the struggles. Abbot 
Uhlhorn: A professor who had finished would not be a professor. A judgment on a scientific work, 
such as Schultz's (which denies Christ's divinity!), is not to be won in passing. It is not acceptable 
for a pastoral conference to break the baton over an entire direction of theology." A sad church 
regiment! Ww. 


Prussian tyranny of conscience. In the "Allg. Kz." of Aug. 5 we read: The two 
congregations of Anger munde and Fredersdorf, which belong to the Breslau Synodal 
Association, petitioned the Prussian Diet during the last session for the repeal of that legal 
provision on the basis of which they, like all the other inhabitants there, are called upon to pay 
the apportionments for the Unirte Landeskirche, but were unsuccessful in doing so. At the 
meeting of the Petitions Commission on February 1, the motion to refer the petition to the State 
Government for consideration as to whether the petitioners could not be remedied by legislative 
means was rejected by eight votes to six, and it was decided to move on to the agenda. 

Necrological. Pastor Carl v. Lipke, who, as is known, worked for many years in the 
Hermannsburg Missionary Institution, but did not leave with it, died on June 22 at the age of 
about 49. - Dr. Ludwig Schdéberlein, since 1855 professor of theology in Géttingen, died on July 
13. 


Due to lack of space, some very welcome submissions have had to be set aside for later 
numbers. 


Doctrine and Defense. 


Volume 27. October 1881. No. 10. 


On the historical evidence in the present controversy. 


The historical evidence has already been given in this journal that the Lutheran 
Church, from Luther on up to the time of the Concordia formula inclusive, did not 
teach election on the occasion of the foreseen persevering faith. This proof our 
opponents seek to invalidate in two ways. 

On the one hand, they deny complete orthodoxy to teachers whom we call as 
witnesses for our confession of the election of grace. Rhegius, Spangenberg, Brenz, 
Hesshusius, etc., fall into this category. We have to note the following with respect 
to this point: We know and knew (our opponents certainly did not call our attention 
to it first) that expressions are found now and then in these men which must be set 
right, or corrected, according to Scripture and confession. We also find that they do 
not quite agree on certain points. But have we done wrong in citing also the 
testimony of these men, when they confessed, as they usually did, the faith 
according to Scripture, as it then lived in the church? Whoever wants to reproach us 
from this must then also be so consistent as to want to cite only the confession of 
human writings. Above all, such a one would have to refrain from calling the teachers 
of the 17th century as witnesses. Not only do we notice in many of them naevi in 
other doctrines, but there is by no means perfect agreement among them with 
respect to the doctrine of election by grace. This, too, has already been 
demonstrated in this journal. To be sure, the teachers of the seventeenth century 
introduce intuitu fidei just as persistently as the teachers before the Concordia 
formula and the Concordia formula itself are persistently silent about it and, on the 
contrary, call the faith that Christians have at the time an effect of election. But with 
the consistent use of intuitu fidei on the part of the teachers of the seventeenth 
century, there is by no means yet 
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their complete agreement in the now controversial doctrine. They disagreed first on 
the understanding of the intuitu fidei itself. They also disagreed as to whether those 
who believe in time are also to be called elect, or only those who persevere in their 
faith. They also disagreed as to the correctness of the expression "election to the 
faith". Some were inclined to reject it outright, others found it questionable, still others 
used it as a proper one (besides intuitu fidei). Finally, it was also disputed among 
them how the 11th article of the Formula of Concord was to be understood. Indeed, 
statements were made that the Formula of Concord did not speak of election 
according to Scripture. Therefore, those who want to prevent us from calling a 
Rhegius, a Spangenberg and others as witnesses for our doctrine, also want to 
refrain from citing the teachers of the 17th century. 

Then one tries to invalidate our historical proof by trying to prove that we did 
not correctly understand certain teachers of the 16th century whose orthodoxy one 
does not dare to touch. Luther and the authors of the Concordia formula belong here. 
In particular, they do not want to leave us the old Martinus, Martin Chemnitz. "Old 
and New," Vol. 2, No. 15, pp. 225-233, makes an attempt to bring Chemnitz into the 
field against us. How miserably this attempt has failed will be shown in the following 
by a few examples. Those of our honored readers who have seen the pages and 
pages of quotations which "Altes und Neues" brings from Chemnitz will have asked 
involuntarily, "What is the meaning of this?" For mostly such passages are printed 
in which Chemnitz says that one becomes blessed through faith in Christ's merit and 
not without this faith. Then the conclusion always returns: because God wants to 
make no one blessed apart from Christ, faith, and that is persevering faith, must 
precede election: a conclusion at which every man who has become accustomed to 
orderly thinking will always run out of ideas. *) 


*The opponents still do not cease to accuse us of excluding faith entirely from election. In 
No. 17, "Altes und Neues" publishes a quite impudent article against us (we cannot call it 
anything else) under the heading: "The Destiny of Sinners without Faith to Blessedness." The 
matter, as every reader of our periodicals might know, lies thus: The opponents allow faith, and 
persevering faith at that, to precede eternal election; according to our doctrine, faith belongs in 
eternal election itself. Eternal election has come about by this very fact, and consists in this, "that 
God has made every Christian's conversion, righteousness, and blessedness so dear to him, 
and has meant it so faithfully, that, before the foundation of the world was laid, he took counsel 
concerning it, and decreed in his intercession how he would bring me to it, and keep me in it" (§ 
45.). How, then, can any man still have the forehead to say, we 
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But after much vague back and forth talk, "Old and New" also becomes more 
concrete. He wants to have found a passage in which Chemnitz "clearly enough 
states his opinion" that he wants to be taught an election in regard to faith. Chemnitz, 
indeed, says in his Enchiridion (in Frank IV, 336): "Thus also the election of God 
does not follow according to our faith and righteousness, but goes before as a cause 
of it all." But "Altes und Neues" thinks it has found a passage in which Chemnitz says 
"clearly enough" the opposite, namely, that our faith goes "before" and election 
follows it. Chemnitz says (Loci. De causa peccati p. m. 394): "Predestination is called 
the special act of God in the elect, by which he calls, justifies, and makes blessed," 
and thus gives to understand that election does not conceptually take place after the 
calling, justification, and perseverance that have taken place, but stands in causal 
relation to the whole Christian life of the blessed. "Old and New," however, thinks 
that it has come into possession of a passage in which Chemnitz teaches "clearly 
enough" an election in view of the persevering faith, so that therefore the election 
causally has nothing more to do with the calling, justification, preservation, etc., of 
the elect, but presupposes all these things. The above-mentioned paper writes: "Did 
Chemnitz teach election according to divine foreknowledge? That would be bad for 
him in the eyes of our opponents. And yet we cannot judge otherwise, if we duly 
weigh his words concerning the election of Judas Iscariot to the apostleship." What 
then might Chemnitz say of the election of Judas Iscariot to the apostleship? Well, 
he says that this election was not made according to divine foreknowledge, but 
according to signs and testimonies from which a man can judge. From this "Old and 
New" concludes that according to 


exclude faith from eternal election? We teach: Persevering faith, arising in time in the blessed, 
is the effect and consequence of eternal election. To eternal election, as soon as it is considered 
in itself, faith does not belong as a consequence, so that God would first have chosen and, after 
election had been consummated, would also have determined to give faith. No! God, in eternal 
election, hath ordained no man absolutely unto salvation, but as for Christ's sake, so also only 
by providing us with calling, faith, sanctification, and preservation. This is expressed in 2 Thess. 
2:13. Nevertheless, it is rightly spoken: Faith is the consequence or effect of election. We think 
here - and this is what we are now mostly concerned with, and this is the point on which the 
present controversy turns - of the relation which exists between eternal election and the faith 
which those who are blessed have in time. Here Chemnitz says, and we with him: "So also the 
election of God does not follow after our faith and righteousness, but goes before as a cause of 
it all." (Lnok. on Frank IV, 336.) 
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Chemnitz, though he does not say it expressly, "admittedly the other choice, namely, 
to blessedness, is really established 'according to that divine foreknowledge"! There 
is the proof of the assertion that Chemnitz teaches election in regard to persevering 
faith! "It would be - says "Old and New" - Chemnitz's distinction of election in two 
senses, with indication of the distinguishing feature for the one, that 'it did not take 
place according to that divine foreknowledge,’ quite senseless and purposeless, if 
he had not at the same time had in mind that admittedly the other election, namely, 
to blessedness, was really ‘furnished according to that divine foreknowledge,’ and 
therefore Judas also did not become an elect in that sense." But we read a little 
further in Chemnitz (Harm. |, 403), and find there on the same page, e. g., the 
following words, which Chemnitz appropriates from Beda: "That they (the apostles) 
were called to the apostleship, they had not by their own choice and endeavor, but 
by God's favor and grace (divinae erat dignationis et gratiae), as Christ saith Joh. 15, 
16: Not ye have chosen me, but | have chosen you. For if he had looked to 
worthiness or merit in choosing, Judas would not have been chosen." Here also the 
election to the apostolate is spoken of. And of this very election it is stated that it 
was not according to human merit, but according to God's grace. Had the election 
to the apostolate been according to human merit, Chemnitz says, Judas would not 
have been chosen. Now we conclude like "Old and New," and say: so election to 
blessedness is based - on human merit. Why? Well, because election to the 
apostolate is not based on human merit, and this circumstance is given precisely 
as a characteristic of that election, in order to explain how even a Judas could be 
elected to the apostolate. Incidentally, the sharp contrast of election to blessedness 
and election to the apostolate, by stating the distinguishing characteristic for the 
latter, that it was not done according to divine foreknowledge, is purely carried into 
the passage in question by Chemnitz. The passage reads (Harm. |, 403 a): "The 
Scripture says both that Judas was chosen by Christ and that he was not chosen. 
Joh. 6, 70.: | have chosen you twelve. Joh. 13, 18.: | do not say of you all; | know 
which | have chosen. Jesus knew that Judas would be the betrayer, Joh. 6, 64. But 
the choice of the apostles he did not make according to that divine foreknowledge, 
but according to the signs and testimonies, from which a man can judge." So far 
Chemnitz. To what, then, does the "those" in the expression "not according to that 
divine foreknowledge" refer? To that which immediately precedes; to the fact that 
Jesus knew from the beginning that Judas would be the betrayer. Chemnitz, then, 
does not want anything more with the expression: "not according to that divine 
foreknowledge. 
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and say nothing less than that Christ, in choosing the apostles, did not act according 
to the subtle omniscience by which he foresaw Judas' betrayal. This says nothing 
at all about the election to salvation. 

Another example of how "old and new" Chemnitz sees things that no one has 
seen yet. Chemnitz, in his interpretation of Matth. 6, 8 ("Your Father knows what 
you need before you ask") also comes to the well-known rationalistic objection 
against praying. "There are people - he writes Harm. p. 472 a - who argue in favor 
of it, or at least trouble themselves with these thoughts: since God, without being 
asked, and before we ask, already knows, indeed has himself predestined and 
determined, what he will do or give, either we ask unnecessarily for something that 
will happen anyway, or we even act ungodly by our praying, as if we hoped to 
dissuade God from his fixed resolution and purpose by our prayer, and thus to make 
him inconstant and changeable." After Chemnitz has referred to Luther, who says 
that we are not to worry about God's hidden foreknowledge, but to do what God 
wants us to do in his word, he (Chemnitz) summarizes his opinion thus: "Christ 
therefore gives us (Matth. 6, 8.) to consider 1. that God is ready to help of his own 
free will and that he knows what we lack and what he will do, 2. that it is none the 
less God's command and will that we pray. Neither shall we make or allow any 
inference out of that secret foreknowledge, contrary to that which is revealed and 
commanded in the word. If thou canst not make those things together, leave to God 


the hidden reasons of his secret foreknowledge (relinquas Deo arcanas rationes secretae 


suae praescientiae), and do thou that which is commanded and enjoined thee in the 
revealed Word, namely, that thou shouldest pray, and that without ceasing." So far 
Chemnitz. To this now "Old and New" follows the following gloss: "Take heed how 
Chemnitz here places foreknowledge in the foreground *), not the mere 
predetermination of an unconditional, absolute resolution." Every reader of 
Chemnitz's words certainly gets the impression of how much Chemnitz puts the 
foreknowledge of God here in the background. Does "Old and New" hold its 
readers to be bereft of all understanding? 

The use of the two citations discussed to prove the intuitu fidei in Chemnitz 
was already contrary to all common sense. The spiritual lack of understanding on 
the part of our opponents, however, is especially apparent in the use of such 
passages in which conditional clauses, exhortations, etc., are inserted into 
evangelical passages. "Old and New" adduces the following from Chemnitz (Harm. 
p. 258): "The Father hath delivered all things unto him (the Son), that he might be 
our Bei-. 


*) Underlined by us. 
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For when human nature was yet perfect, it was not able to preserve those goods 
which it had in hand; how therefore can it now? The Father therefore hath committed 
the appurtenances of our salvation to a more sure and trustworthy keeping, having 
committed them into the hand of the Son, only that we also hold faith, as Paul saith, 
2 Tim. 4, 7." The last words underlined by "Old and New" are, of course, intended to 
prove the intuitu fidel. One wants to say: God did indeed entrust to Christo the 
preservation of the blessedness of His own. But this was done after he had first seen 
whether they would also keep the faith until the end. The election to salvation is 
therefore said to have been made in view of persevering faith. But in this way too 
much is proved. In such exhortations, conditional sentences, etc., not only faith but 
also works are spoken of. We refer only to one passage of Scripture. 1 Tim. 2:15: 
"But she shall be saved through childbearing, if she continue in faith, and love, and 
sanctification, with discipline." If exhortation sentences, in which faith is exhorted to 
abide, prove that the choice has been made in regard to faith (as "Old and New" 
and comrades want), exhortation sentences, in which, as to faith, so also to love, 
sanctification, discipline, etc., are exhorted, likewise stringently prove that the choice 
has also been made in regard to good works, love, sanctification, etc. So, then, let 
us cease to adduce exhortations to faith as proofs of election "in respect of faith,” or 
let us also teach election in respect of love, sanctification, in short, of good works, 
because exhortations to love, etc., are connected in like manner with evangelical 
promises. In fact, "Old and New" seems to want to draw this consequence. It cites a 
word of Luther and adds to it in brackets ( ) some characteristic glosses. It writes: 
"As Luther says: "Every man shall return to his own door, and we shall all be saved" 
(i.e., we are all already saved). (i.e., we are all predestined to salvation even before 
the foundation of the world); so there is no need for much pondering as to what God 
has decided in his counsel as to who is to be blessed or not (for this secret counsel, 
through God's omniscient foreknowledge, was based on how those who are called 
keep to the gospel and whether they 'turn back at their door’ according to God's will, 
i.e., repent and believe, diligently hear God's word, pray, etc.), all by the grace offered 
them)." There we would have a choice in regard to "turning at the door," diligently 
hearing the Word of God, diligently praying, and so forth. How sad that men within 
the orthodox church of America 
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appear with such doctrine, and here and there seduce even honest souls by their 
sophistries! 

Incidentally, we will soon discuss in more detail the "exhortations," "conditional 
clauses," etc., which are attached both to evangelical passages and, in particular, 
occur and must occur in the doctrine of the election of grace. The point requires a 
detailed discussion for the sake of the dodges which the opponents make here and 
with which they confuse the inexperienced. Prof. Stellhorn, in his little book 
"Priifung," etc., says very emphatically: "How could the last words of point 7 (in 
Chemnitz’ Enchiridion - in which it is said that God has decided to condemn the 
persistently unbelieving) apply to the elect (in the strictest sense)? Then God would 
have resolved to do something in a case which, as he well knows, can never occur. 
For the elect cannot persist in apostasy and fall prey to the judgment of hardening." 
Doesn't that sound very "reasonable"? For the present, St. may take issue with the 
fact that Paul, who knows himself to be an elect "in the strictest sense"-see Rom. 
8:38, 39. nevertheless says 1 Cor. 9:27: "I stupefy my body, and tame it, lest | preach 
unto others, and become reprobate myself." Paul, chosen "in the strictest sense," 
had to go the way to blessedness by comfort and exhortation. And God had 
determined to make him blessed only in this way, to ordain him only in this way and 
by means of it to blessedness from eternity. There, then, the "he that believeth not 
shall be damned" is also quite in order in the summa et analysis of the doctrine of 
election by grace. F. P. 


(Submitted.) 


Does the Missourian, i.e. Lutheran, doctrine of the election of grace contain 
Calvinistic leaven? 


Quenstedt writes (theol. did.-pol. III. qu. 3. p. 31): "The Calvinists make the 
nearest and inmost foundation of their faith the absolute predestination of certain 
men to eternal life, from which predestination they derive almost all the other articles 
which belong to the restoration of man, viz. the decree of the mission of the Son, of 
the suffering, death, and merit of Christ; of his satisfaction, how far it extends; of the 
calling of those who are to be saved; of the presentation and application of the means 
necessary to salvation and conversion; of the efficacy of these means, namely, the 
word and the sacraments. . . therefore the absolute decree is justly called the head, 
source, and origin of the rest of Calvin's errors." 


460Contains the Missourian, i.e. Lutheran, doctrine. 


Calvinists therefore make the election of grace the foundation of their faith. A 
foundation is the lowest part of a building, upon which the whole building is founded, 
upon which the whole building rests. Transferred to doctrine, then, foundation means 
the doctrine on which all other doctrines are founded, hence they flow, from which 
they derive, the supreme principle. Now with Calvinists the doctrine of the election 
of grace is the foundation of faith and salvation, i.e. the ground on which all the 
doctrines of their faith are finally founded, whence they flow, that by which all other 
doctrines are caused, and whence they can be derived. And to be sure, the doctrine 
of election-according to Quenstedt-is the next foundation of their faith. Election is 
not a subordinate cause of their salvation, but the first, according to which all other 
causes and means are directed. It may be said, in a certain sense, that the preacher 
is one cause of our being saved; but he is not the proximate cause; a nearer cause 
is the Word and the holy Sacraments, the very nearest cause is God himself, he is 
the first, the proper cause of our salvation. Thus with Calvinists election is not a 
remote, subordinate cause of faith and salvation, but the very nearest, the immediate 
cause itself, which does not depend upon others, but rather upon which all others 
must depend. Therefore Quenstedt adds: "from which predestination they almost all 
derive the other articles . . . therefore the absolute decree is justly called the head, 
source, and origin of the rest of Calvin's errors." Episcopius, therefore, testifies of 
the Calvinists to Quenstedt, loc. cit. "The heart and palladium of the Church is the 
doctrine of the wholly absolute grace of God. "** 

Beza, a faithful disciple and follower of Calvin, develops this philosophical- 
theological system of Calvin in approximately the following manner (Coll. Momp. p. 


427. sqq.): God, as the wisest of builders, had a purpose in view in the creation of the 
world, and especially of man. This purpose, which is eternal and unchangeable, and 
which precedes order according to all causes, was this, he willed to create all men 
for his glory. But the glory of God is not known nor praised unless it is revealed 
through mercy and justice. For this reason God made an eternal and unchangeable 
decree, according to which he destined a number of men to eternal life out of pure 
grace, but some to eternal damnation out of righteous judgment; so that he might 
reveal his mercy in those, but his justice in these. Since God had set this purpose 
before Himself at creation, He must now also be mindful of ways and means that He 
might accomplish this purpose, so that His mercy and justice might be revealed. 
Now since mercy presupposes misery, and since mercy cannot be revealed, 
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where there is no misery, man had to be created in such a way that God's mercy 
might work in him. And since righteousness cannot be revealed without guilt, man 
also had to be created in such a way that God might show his righteousness in him. 
And so God made an immutable decree, which precedes all secondary causes, to 
choose some men according to his infinite mercy, and to make them blessed in 
Christ, but to reject others according to his justice, and to condemn them because 
of their own guilt. But because God is good, he could not create man evil (- he 
therefore began it quite cunningly -), he therefore created him in such a way that, if 
he left him to himself, he must fall. Eve therefore had to be seduced by the devil, that 
she might fall into sin with her husband. Man therefore did not fall without the will of 
God, nor in such a way that God was a mere spectator. For if he has ordained the 
end, it necessarily follows that he must also have ordained the cause that led to it. 
Therefore man did not fall into sin by chance, but if not by chance, then by the 
providence of God he must have fallen into sin, because it was necessary that what 
God had decreed should take place, and he sought a way and a cause in man's fall 
that he might reveal his glory through the manifestation of his mercy and justice. 
Thus, in order that God might accomplish the purpose of creating man, Adam and 
Eve had to be deceived by the devil. But because God could not reveal his mercy to 
the elect before his justice had been sufficiently done for their sins, he sent his Son 
into the world; who then, by suffering and dying, did enough for the sins of the elect. 
And these elect God also powerfully calls; he makes them righteous, he sanctifies 
them, and he also makes them eternally blessed. The rest of mankind are destined 
to damnation, and God reveals his righteousness to them by condemning them 
eternally. 

This is the Calvinistic election. It is the head and heart of the whole doctrinal 
system of Calvinists. It is the supreme doctrine to them. But it is also, as Quenstedt 
says, "the head, the source, and the origin of the other Calvinistic errors. The 
Calvinists therefore also teach that the grace of God does not extend to all men, but 
only to the elect. God never loved other men. The "world" whom God loved are the 
elect. Further, Christ did not redeem all men, but only the elect. The means of grace 
are not powerful in all men's hearts, but only in the elect. The Word, baptism, and 
Holy Communion were only beneficial to the elect. Beza says: "When the ungodly 
hear the gospel, there is no power to save; it is only a sound that strikes the ears, so 
that they who hear do not hear. 
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He says, op. cit. p. 433: "Whom" - the non-elect - "he never loved, for which reason 
he either does not call them at all, or even if he does call them, the calling is still 
wholly ineffective, because the preached word strikes the ears, but does not come to 
the heart, nor move to conversion." The same, quoted by Rudelbach, "Union," etc. P. 
303: "Those children who are in the number of the rejected are not born again, though 
they be baptized a thousand times." - Zwingli in Rudelbach op. cit. p. 119: "The word 
that is heard is by no means the word by which we believe; for if the word read or 
heard could make believers, we would all be believers. The word of faith adheres in 
the minds of believers; it itself is judged by no one, but by it the external word is 
judged." 

According to this teaching of Calvin, faith is irresistibly produced in the elect, 
and it remains in the elect even when they fall into mortal sin; they can never lose 
faith. Calvin, quoted by Quenstedt, op. cit. p. 57, therefore writes: "This is to be noted, 
however small and weak the faith may be in the elect, but because the Spirit of God 
is a certain pledge in them and a seal of their acceptance to filial adoption, its 
impression can never be erased from their hearts. But the rejected are clothed with 
such a light, which afterwards passes away." Piscator writes ibid: "Even David did 
not lose the Holy Spirit by his adultery and murder, nor Peter by his denial of the 
Lord." Zanchius ibid: "Once the Holy Spirit is "given to one who is born again, it abides 
with him forever." Beza, ibid: "Who once are endowed of God with the true faith, 
cannot lose the same." 

We will now only add this. By this doctrine of Calvin, God is made a tyrant, who 
has created a number of men to be eternally lost, who is as hard as a stone against 
those whom he has once appointed to damnation. And no matter how sincerely they 
would repent and ask for mercy, it would not help them; they would still be damned. 
In this doctrine God no longer rules over man, a rational, benevolent being, but God 
is made a blind fate to which man is only subject. From this doctrine, because 
according to it the elect comes to faith by an inner drawing of the Holy Spirit apart 
from and beside the Word, follows of its own accord rationalism, enthusiasm, 
Quakerism. From this follows the doctrine of Socinus, who denies Christ's deity, for 
he has learned from Calvin to no longer regard Christ as a mediator to salvation, but 
as a mere means of attaining it. Calvinism finally leads to despair or epicureanism 
and indifference to sin, for 
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according to Calvin's system, sin came into the world through God. Calvinism leads 
to pantheism. 

From this doctrine of election by grace our doctrine of election is as far different 
as day from night, as light from darkness, as heaven from hell. 

1. The very position we assign to the doctrine of the election of grace in the 
complex of the other doctrines of salvation is quite different. For with us, the doctrine 
of election by grace is not the articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae, but the doctrine of 
Scripture concerning the justification of a poor sinner by pure grace through faith in 
Jesus Christ. It is true that the doctrine of election by grace is also of great importance 
to us, for it is God's Word, but it is not the supreme doctrine of Scripture. No other 
foundation can any man lay, save that which is laid, which is Christ. We are chosen 
in Christ. God has chosen us for the sake of Jesus Christ, for his sake God is gracious 
to us, for his sake God forgives our sins, for his sake God opens heaven to us, and 
for his sake God makes us blessed. For his sake we come to faith, for his sake we 
are saved. If Christ were not there with his merit, God would not have saved us, and 
no one could be saved. From him and for his sake all blessings come down to us. 
For his sake the fountains of the abyss of God's mercy have opened up, and now 
from eternity to eternity salvation and blessing flow to us from him. For his sake, 
therefore, we have all things, grace, forgiveness of sins, election, blessedness. 
According to him also all things, Scripture, election, Word and Sacrament, the whole 
providence of God, even the whole history of the world, are in God's hands. He is 
therefore the star and core of all Scripture. Everything in Scripture finally points to 
him. All the prophets bear witness to this Jesus, that through his name all who believe 
in him shall receive forgiveness of sins. The Old Testament and the New Testament 
look down upon him as the two cherubim on the ark of the covenant look down upon 
the mercy seat. With us, therefore, in the full sense of the word, Scripture remains 
the formal principle of theology, and Scripture only-not a supreme principle of reason 
as with Calvin-but all Scripture also. If it puts before us two doctrines which seem to 
contradict each other, we do not twist the one to balance it rationally with the other, 
as our opponents do, but believe both. - And so also the material principle of the 
whole theology, namely, the articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae, remains firmly with 
us. 

2. We Missourians maintain that the election was made in Christ Jesus, that 
God in his election looked to the merit of Christ Jesus, and that he was guided in his 
election by the merit of Christ Jesus. From this it necessarily follows: did God in his 
election 
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If he has chosen us in Christ, he certainly does not want us to seek our salvation 
apart from Christ, nor does he want us to seek our election only in his secret and 
unsearchable providence, but in Christ, in whom we have been chosen. If he has 
placed our salvation in his hands, we are also to seek our election in Christ. "In the 
wounds of Christ," as Staupitz said to Luther, "providence is understood and found, 
nowhere else." But this our Lord Jesus Christ hath redeemed and bought all men, 
and that not with small expense, not with gold or silver, but with his holy, precious 
blood, and with his innocent suffering and death. He saith Isa. 43:24, "Yea, thou hast 
made me labour in thy sins, and hast given me trouble in thine iniquities." He also 
calls all men unto Himself, saying Matt. 11:28: "Come unto Me, all ye that labour and 
are heavy laden, and | will refresh you." And he also assures us, "Him that cometh 
to me | will not cast out." Yea, God himself will have, and hath commanded, that we 
should hear JEsum also in this matter, Matt. 17:5: "This is my beloved Son, in whom 
| am well pleased; him shall ye hear." And again God saith by Moses, Deut. 18:15, 
19: "A prophet like unto me shall the LORD thy God raise up unto thee, of thee and 
of thy brethren, him shall ye obey. And whosoever shall not hear my words, which 
he shall speak in my name, of him will | require it." 

3. We Missourians also teach no election without faith like Calvin. Before all 
secondary causes he had made a decree according to which he had chosen a 
number of people to life by grace, and to whom he then also decided to give faith. 
We, on the contrary, teach election by faith, if we may so express ourselves. By this 
we mean that God has determined to save us through faith in Jesus Christ. At the 
same time God chose faith as the means by which he would lead us to salvation. 
God will not save anyone in time to come without faith. It is written in Hebr. 11, 6: 
"Without faith it is impossible to please God." Rom. 3, 28: "Therefore we hold that a 
man is justified without works of the law, but only by faith." John 3:16: "God so loved 
the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should 
not perish, but have everlasting life." Now as God makes men blessed in time, so 
hath he determined to make them blessed in eternity. He has therefore determined 
in eternity in his decree to make the elect blessed through faith. Therefore also Paul 
says, Ephes. 1:5: "And hath ordained us to filial piety toward himself." But we can 
only become children through faith. For it is written in Gal. 3, 26: "For ye are... 


of the grace election Calvin leaven? 465 


All God's children through faith in Christ Jesus." If therefore God hath ordained or 
chosen us to filial adoption, he hath also ordained or chosen us to faith, "that he 
would bring, help, promote, strengthen, and keep us in the manner now reported, by 
his grace, gifts, and effect." 

4. But we Missourians do not teach election to damnation like Calvin. It is a 
quite horrible doctrine that God should have created a number of people to be 
damned, and that even if they believed, they would still have to be damned. Calvin 
himself says of it, "Decretum quidem horribile fateor." But this decree was never made 
by God, but only by Calvin's imagination and by the devil. True, it is said of Christ 
Luce 2:34, "This one is set for a fall and rising of many in Israel, and for a sign to be 
contradicted." But God has not ordained any man to destruction by his choice; men 
are themselves to blame for their destruction. They despise God's word and will not 
be helped. Therefore God often punishes them out of righteous judgment with 
hardening. As a punishment, therefore, men are often made to feel offended by 
Christ, and the preaching of him becomes a stench of death unto death. Such men 
then contradict, and since the devil drives and rides them out of the righteous 
judgment of God, they cannot help it; they must contradict. And the more Christ is 
preached to them, the more they must contradict Christ. And to such Christ is set 
forth out of God's righteous judgment as an offence and a sign, which they must 
contradict. But this is not because God has appointed them to do so, but their own 
wickedness is to blame. God does not make vessels of wrath, but the devil does. 
God finds them vessels of wrath. "Israel, thou bringest thyself into mischief," Hos. 
13:9. 

5. Nor do we Missourians teach that the way to salvation is prepared only for 
the elect, as Calvin teaches. We say that the way by which God leads the elect to 
salvation is the general way of salvation by which God wants to make all men 
blessed. According to Calvin, God wants to make only the elect blessed and no one 
else. With all other men the preaching of the word is in vain, a mere mirror fencing. 
For according to Calvin, the word has no power with the non-elect, and even if it 
should lead to faith, it soon dies out again. But we teach that the Word and the holy 
sacraments always carry with them a saving power, that the Holy Spirit is always 
connected with the Word. Paul says of it Rom. 1:16: "| am not ashamed of the gospel 
of Christ: for it is the power of God, which causeth all them to be saved that believe." 
He, therefore, who hears this word attentively, and does not wilfully contradict it, 
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-He will also feel his divine power in his heart; he will be converted by it and brought 
to faith, and if he remains with it, he will also become blessed, whoever he may be. 
And when a child is baptized, he is certainly born again through baptism. And this is 
true of all children who are baptized. And if they die in their baptismal grace, they 
become all blessed. "He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved: but he that 
believeth not shall be damned." Marci 16:16. 

6. But we Missourians also do not teach that faith follows from election as 
Calvin teaches. According to Calvin, faith and salvation must come to the elect by 
virtue of God's absolute purpose. Just as God wanted to create a world absolutely, 
and as a result the world had to come into being according to God's absolute will, so 
according to Calvin the elect must also come to faith and be saved. We do indeed 
teach that those whom God has once chosen must be saved. But when we speak of 
a must, this is very different from the must of which Calvin speaks. Calvin speaks of 
an absolute must, but we speak of -an ordered must. In Calvin's compulsion there is 
compulsion, but we speak of such a compulsion in which 1. there is no compulsion, 
but in which 2. God pursues man in love in the gospel, entices him to repentance, 
knocks powerfully on his heart through the word, and brings him through the 
preaching of the word to repent and believe in Jesus Christ. Just so and not 
otherwise, as we see this daily in those who are converted and come to faith, or as 
every true Christian can perceive in himself. Have you been forced to believe? No, 
you could easily have become stubborn, but God followed you in love, knocked on 
your door in good days and bad, through good fortune and also through the cross; 
he must often have "forced" you to come in, became too strong for you, and finally 
overcame you. We have an example in Luther. He also had to come to faith and be 
saved. At first he did not want to go the way; on the contrary, he always wanted to 
go the wrong way. But God brought him around. How did he do it? There was no 
compulsion. But God followed him in love and finally brought him to the proper way, 
the way in which he would like to make all men blessed, so that he came to faith and 
became blessed. 

7. There is only one more point we want to remind you of here. Calvin teaches 
that the elect, once they have come to faith, cannot completely lose it. On the other 
hand, we teach that even if an elect person falls into gross sin, he thereby falls from 
the grace of God, and that such a person must be converted again and brought to 
faith, otherwise he cannot be saved. 
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Our doctrine, the doctrine of the Missouri Synod, thus contains no Calvinistic! 
Leaven, nor even a trace of it. Only gross ignorance, or malice, or a heart filled with 
prejudices, can accuse us of having Calvinistic leaven in our doctrine of the election 
of grace. 

Finally, as far as |, the undersigned, am concerned, the accusation is made 
against me that | teach bare Calvinism. This reproach is brought against me in "Altes 
und Neues" II, 185 ff. Such, it is said there, is to be seen from Brobst's Monatshefte. 
It can be seen in the April issue of 1873. To this | have this to answer: 1) | reject 
Calvinism from the bottom of my heart, as can be seen from the above. 2) Why is it, 
then, that these gentlemen, when they once wanted to climb into the rumpus chamber 
of Brobst's Monatshefte in order to ferret out old Calvinistic phrases, did not also look 
a little more closely at the phrases that immediately precede those they cite from 
Brobst? Perhaps they still do so afterwards, so | will put them here: "Reason cannot 
understand why God does this to the one and not to the other. It says, "Why has not 
God so ordained and decreed concerning other men, even before they were born, 
that they too should come to faith and be saved? But we Lutherans do not follow our 
reason, as the Calvinists do, and do not say that God does not want the salvation of 
all men, but only of his elect. That means going beyond the limits of Scripture. It 
teaches us quite differently. Scripture tells us that God commanded us to hear Christ 
and believe in him. But in his gospel he calls all men to himself. Whoever hears him 
and believes in him will be saved. We are to believe this firmly and keep to our holy 
baptism, holy absolution, and holy communion, in which God gives us his whole heart 
and shows us how he will forgive us all our sins for Christ's sake and adopt us as his 
children; there God also offers, communicates, confirms, and seals his grace to each 
individual for his own person. This does not deceive us, for it is impossible for God to 
lie." Do these words also sound Calvinistic? 

3. The thing which is to be defended in the passage cited in "Old and New" is 
quite correct. For there the following sentences are to be defended: "That he 
nevertheless," namely, the reluctance, "could as easily take away as in the elect. And, 
"God would have had power to remove even the most wanton reluctance in all 
sinners, as he really does in the elect. "** These sentences are quite correct. This 
would have been possible to God through his omnipotence. So also our ancients 
speak, e. g. the defenders of the Concordia formula in their Apologia. Kirchner, 
quoted in "Lehre und Wehre," November 1880, p. 325, writes: 
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"He could convert them" - the people - "but all with one another. There is no doubt 
about it, if he wanted to use his omnipotence." - And who can prove that it was 
"morally" impossible for God? | agree, however, with Kirchner, who says, loc. cit. 

4. But whether every word in the passage quoted from Brobst's Monatshefte, 
if it were weighed with the gold scale, would be allowed to stand, that | will not assert. 
But it must also be remembered that the words were written to an evil synergist. 

5. It is incomprehensible to me how gentlemen can make so much talk about 
the thesis in "Lehre und Wehre," 1871, p. 172. This is true: God says in many places 
in Scripture: | will that all men be helped. But then He also says once, Rom. 9:18, "I 
have mercy on whom | will, and harden whom | will." Both times God speaks. Now | 
cannot rhyme this together with my reason. In addition to the sentence from Rom. 
9:18, experience has shown that God does not take away the reluctance of millions 
of people. For example, from the Chinese and the peoples of Central Africa and 
other peoples he has not taken it away for centuries, while he has, for example, 
showered blessings on the German people, who are by nature no better than any 
other, through the Reformation. But | know that in God there are no true 
contradictions, and this will also become quite clear to us one day in that world where 
we shall no longer see through a mirror in a dark word, but face to face. | therefore 
confess with the Concordia formula: "Likewise, when we see that God gives his word 
in one place, and does not give it in another, and takes it away in one place, and 
leaves it in another. Item, one is hardened, blinded, given into a wrong mind, 
another, as well in the same guilt, is again converted, etc. In these and such 
questions Paul sets us a certain purpose how far we are to go, namely, that in one 
part we should know God's judgment; For it is a well-deserved punishment of sins, 
when God so punishes a country or people for the contempt of his word, that it also 
comes upon the descendants, as is seen in the Jews, by which God shows his 
severity to his own in some countries and persons, which we all well deserve, 
and are worthy and worthy of, because we behave evil against God's word, and 
often grieve the Holy Spirit; That we may live in the fear of God, and know and take 
hold of God's goodness, without and against our merit, in and for us, to whom 
he gives and leaves his word, whom he does not harden and reject." 

J. A. Hisgli. 
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Lecture on the election of grace by Prof. H. G. Stub in 
Madison, Wis. 


Translated by A. Cramer. 


(Continued.) 


Of this first form of doctrine Dr. Philippi *) says, who himself follows the other: 
"Every election takes its determinative ground either from the excellence of the one 
chosen, or without regard to his constitution, yea, in spite of his unfitness, from free 
benevolence of himself. According to the first meaning, the multitude chose Stephen, 
a man full of faith and the Holy Ghost, to be a deacon (Acts 6:5); according to this 
meaning, the apostles and elders, together with the whole congregation at 
Jerusalem, chose distinguished men from among themselves to send to Antioch 
(Acts 15:22, 25); according to this meaning, the apostles and elders, together with 
the whole congregation at Jerusalem, chose distinguished men from among 
themselves to send to Antioch (Acts 15:22, 25). 15, 22. 25.); in this signification the 
good angels are called elect angels (1 Tim. 5, 21.); yea, Christ Himself is called an 
elect precious corner-stone (Luc. 23, 35. 1 Petr. 2, 6.). Our election to salvation, on 
the other hand, is in no way founded on our previous merits, or on our godly 
condition, but solely on God's free grace. "Ye have not chosen me, but | have chosen 
you," says the Saviour to his disciples (John 15:16.); and that which is foolish, weak, 
lowly, perverse, nothing, God hath chosen, that no flesh should glory before him (1 
Cor. 1:28.). This is an election of grace, not of the merit of works (Rom. 11:5). It is 
not upon him that willeth, nor upon him that runneth, but upon God that showeth 
mercy (Rom. 9:16). Thus there is an election to life,**) which rests only on God's free 
gracious good pleasure, and yet the same cannot be thought absolutely 
predestinatian, for no election to death corresponds to it. t) Scripture knows 
no election of wrath,tt) which would correspond to the election of grace) for the 
ground of divine grace rests only in God, but the ground of divine wrath rests only in 
WOVEN pede dued di tycud ca recta da cteviaa cv cva acu ovaada eave daseeaent vedi dee casey edeasceuoceedieiesvaeten (Cf. 


1) The well-known professor in Rostock. 
2) )ekAoys,electio ad vitam... 
+) electio ad mortem. 


Tt) ‘ekAoyn opy nc. 
t) ekhoyy xXapitoc. Only he, therefore, who teaches a choice of wrath as a counter 


piece of the election of graces, Calvin teaches, not he who rejects an election of wrath and 
teaches only an election of graces, based solely on God's mercy and Christ's merit. 
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Eph. 1, 4. 11. Rom. 9, 11. 2 Thess. 2, 13. 2 Tim. 1, 9. Rom. 8, 28.). Thus Scripture 
also confirms the mode of exposition which in our dogmatic development we have 
called the first doctrinal trope (doctrinal exposition), which is simply a consequence 
of its teaching not only the generality of divine grace, but also the sole efficacy of divine 
grace in conversion."It would be superfluous to cite testimonies for the so-called first 
form of doctrine, which is followed by the Confession, by Plank, Dorner**), Thomasius, 
Frank +), Guericke tt), and others. 


*) Philippi, Glaubenslehre vol. 4. p. 108. 109.110. 


**Dr. Dérner, the professor in Berlin who is especially known as a historian of dogma, says in 
his "History of Protestant Theology" p. 367: "The Concordia formula rejects the proposition that 
election is made in virtue of the divine foreknowledge of our faith, although there is no election 


apart from faith and Christ (extra fidem et Christum). Faith is not a cause of election. The opinion 


is rejected that there is also in us a cause of divine election. If the meritoriousness (Causa Meritoria) 
is herewith rejected without a doubt, then the subjectively mediating cause, acceptance, is also 
not taken into consideration, and if this is not to lead to the one being preferred to the other, that 
is, to an absolute predestination, then the possibility of non-acceptance must stand by it." 

Dr. Frank, professor at Erlangen, says in his work "Theology of the Concordia Formula," vol. 
3, p. 243: "That the earlier Lutherans rejected the expression ‘praevisa fides’ (foreseen faith) had 
its reason in the fact that it was understood in a semipelagian sense. And indeed, where it occurs 
among the Philippists (the followers of Melanchthon), it cannot be understood otherwise. S. e. g. 
Nik. Hemming. He teaches a perfect equation of the cause of election and the cause of reprobation, 
as Hemming also otherwise teaches quite synergistically." 

Dr. H. E. F. Guericke, the well-known professor at Halle, who has been characterized as the 
"Lutheran Guericke," Dr. Rudelbach's trusted friend and co-worker on the epoch-making 
"Zeitschrift fur die lutherische Kirche," begun in 1840 and influential for many years, author of an 
introduction to the New Testament, an archaeology, a large symbolism, which has seen several 
editions, and a larger church history, which has seen nine editions. 

In his Symbolik, 3rd edition, p. 424 ff., he says: "The Lutheran Church, therefore, is in 
complete agreement with the Reformed Church that human nature is thoroughly corrupted by the 
Fall and completely incapable of true good, and that, consequently, sanctification (in the broader 
sense: i.e., regeneration, justification, and daily renewal), like blessedness, is only an effect of 
divine grace, to the exclusion of all and any meritorious human participation. Whoever becomes 
blessed and sanctified, according to the teaching of both churches, becomes so only through God's 
grace, through God's election, the effect or consequence of which is a mind and walk in accordance 
with God's will. Election does not have its condition in sanctification, but sanctification has its 
reason in election. .. . But both churches are now essentially distant from each other (apart from 
the fact that through the 
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| would have to slap the whole history of dogma in the face if | wanted to deny that 
such a form of teaching existed. 

But, someone might say: Do you want to declare the way of presentation that 
the theologians of the 17th century used on this point - including Pontoppidan, who 
was born in 1698 and died in 1764 - to be false doctrine? Do you want to declare the 
so-called other 


Calvin's doctrine of predestination limits the significance of Christ's work) ..., partly in that the 
Calvinist church abstractly detaches the divine counsel for salvation from Christ, its mediator, 
and the revealed word,.... partly and chiefly material in a certain application of those principles 
also to the damnation of the damned. ..... 2 

"The complete, systematic development and ecclesiastical establishment of the doctrine 
of absolute predestination, as a predestination to salvation or damnation, within the Reformed 
Church now also gave rise to the Lutheran side speaking out about it, and to this matter being 
treated in the Concordia formula. The Lutheran Church, which, because of its evangelical 


character, was unable and unwilling to make the speculative salto mortale (neck-breaking leap, 
namely, in thought, i.e., the presumptuous conclusion) with Calvin, now also openly and clearly 
confessed its evangelically worked-out conviction. She declared.... agreed with the Reformed 
Church insofar as predestination was only referred to the election to salvation, but decidedly 
disagreed insofar as it was also extended to the rejection to damnation.... The Concordia formula 
conceives of predestination as the ‘election of grace,’ and refers human thoughts to their 
limitations above all other things; but with respect to damnation and sin, it distinguishes mos: 
definitely between predestination (election, predestination) and presence (foreknowledge)." (S. 
447.) 

In his Ecclesiastical History, 9th ed. vol. 3. pp. 293. 294. he says: "In the 11th article (o 
the Formula of Concord) of the eternal providence and election of God, Calvin's absolute 
predestination is denied.... after having in the 2nd article of free will most decidedly rejected al 
synergism and asserted (in bright opposition to all Semipelagianism) that not even a spark of 
spiritual power remained after the fall. Article of Free Will, all synergism is most decidedly 
rejected, and (in bright opposition to all Semipelagianism) it is asserted that not even a spark of 
spiritual powers remained to human nature after the fall, by which man might prepare himself o 
himself for grace, or take hold of the grace offered, or contribute anything, however slight, to his 
conversion, and finally declared conversion to be such a change in man through the action of 
the Holy Spirit, by virtue of which man, through this very action, could accept the grace offered 
to him. The Concordia formula's concept of election in relation to Calvin's is this: according to 
both, blessedness and sanctification (namely, in the broader sense) are only a work of divine 
grace, damnation a consequence of one's own guilt. But while the Concordia formula humbly 
stands by this latter proposition and expressly attributes the guilt only to man, not to grace, as if 
there were any deficiency in it (there is therefore no deficiency in it in any way; grace in the 
promises of the gospel is general, applies to the whole human race), Calvin argues further: "But 
this guilt only takes place because God does not also here powerfully communicate his grace. 
God shares 
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Declare a form of teaching to be false doctrine? That is far from me! Admittedly the 
difference seems to be very great, but according to my firm conviction the 
theologians of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries stand on the same ground 
of faith. If this had not been the case, the theologians of the seventeenth century 
would have accused the theologians of the sixteenth century of Calvinism, of false 
and pernicious doctrine. A Joh. Gerhard would have to have broken with a Mart. 
Chemnitz. But | have not seen that anywhere.*) 


But not also here his grace, because he decided from eternity the damnation of these, and for 
the realization of this decision (likewise, like everything decided from eternity) even the fall of 
men had to serve. - God himself, therefore, willed the sin of man. The Concordia formula abhors 
this last conclusion above all others, even though it does not fail to recognize the difficulties in 
the connection of this doctrine, difficulties that no human mind is capable of resolving. For this 
reason, while Calvin allows only a decretum Dei absolutum (an absolute decision of God) to 
decide on predestination to blessedness as well as to damnation, it also definitely 
distinguishes predestination (predetermination) with respect to blessedness from mere 
prescience (foreknowledge) with respect to damnation. If Calvin applies the word and the 
concept of predestination to the whole of God's thinking and acting as God's unchangeable, 
absolute decision of will over everything, the Concordia formula, on the other hand, restricts the 
word and concept of predestination as an absolute(?) of free will to the counsel of salvation in 
Christ as the election of grace, refers human thoughts to their limitations above all else, and, 
with respect to damnation and sin, makes a most definite distinction between predestination and 
prescience (predetermination and foreknowledge)." 

Let us remember that all these newer theologians, what they have written about the two 
forms of doctrine, wrote long before any thought of a controversy about the election of grace 
was among us. We may therefore with good reason regard them as impartial witnesses. 
Nevertheless, it is doubtful whether all these testimonies, to which we could add many more 
from more recent and from older times, e. g. by Mart. Chemnitz and Tim. Kirchner, will convince 
him that there were two forms of doctrine concerning the election of grace in the Lutheran 
Church, who, even if he holds the 11th article of the Formula of Concord together with the 
exposition used by the dogmatists of the 17th century, is not able to find out that there are really 
two distinct forms of doctrine, which, however, has not hindered the unity of faith. 


*) In the meantime | have found that the first form of doctrine has been stamped as 
Calvinistic, partly in the Calvinistic interest, in that the Calvinists have not taken the liberty of 
claiming Luther, Bugenhagen, Brentz, Chemnitz, Selnecker, Kirchner, the Concordia formula, 
etc. as witnesses for themselves, and partly in the semipelagian and synergistic interest. For the 
first form of doctrine is very inconvenient for semipelagians and synergists; they can hide behind 
the other form of doctrine, but not behind the first. The history of synergism proves this. See, e. 
g., "Frank's Theology of the Concordia Formula," vol. 3. The German lowa Synod, with its well- 
known doctrine of man's self-decision, has sought in this interest to maintain the other form of 
doctrine. 
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The other form of teaching is, as we have heard a great theologian say, an 
attempt at a solution; it is an attempt to clear up a great difficulty, an attempt to make 
comprehensible and understandable what, in my opinion, must be left unsolved. It is 
true that it is an exceedingly great cross to bear for the thought to stop at the first 
form of teaching. To hold, on the one hand, that the only cause of man's ruin is 
unbelief, and to hold, on the other hand, that God's mercy and Christ's merit alone 
are the cause of our election and blessedness-that is hard. With my reason | cannot 
conclude otherwise than thus: If God's mercy and Christ's merit alone are the cause 
of man's election and blessedness, then the reason why so many men are eternally 
lost must lie in the fact that this cause, which is the only one, does not exist for them, 
that therefore God's mercy and Christ's merit do not apply to them. And this 
conclusion is really drawn by the Calvinists. But this conclusion, which seems to be 
inescapable to reason, the Lutheran Church does not draw. She rejects such a 
conclusion. She abhors such a conclusion. She knows that she should humbly 
submit her reason to the Word. And God's word forbids us to draw such a conclusion. 
The Word tells us clearly that God desires the happiness of all men; it tells us that 
God's mercy and Christ's merit are for all; it tells us that man alone is the cause of 
his ruin. But on the other hand, God's Word tells us no other cause of man's election 
and salvation than God's mercy and Christ's merit.) 

But is it not possible to bring a connecting link into this? Is it not possible to 
suppose that the cause of man's election and happiness lies at least in part in man? 
Is it not possible to suppose that one part of man is a little better than the other? Yes, 
then the matter would be quite easy! But in this way one would come into conflict 
with the teaching of the whole Scripture, that "all have departed," that they "have all 
become unfit," that "not all" are better. 


*) If one wants to accuse the Lutheran Church, as has happened so often, of being 
"inconsistent," of "not going far enough," of "stopping halfway," one may do so. | believe that our 
church, founded on God's Word, is able to bear this accusation. Incidentally, it is a characteristic 
of the Lutheran church to "stand still between." In the doctrine of the Word of God, of baptism, 
of the Lord's Supper, she stands between the Catholic and the Reformed Church. So also in this 
doctrine. On the one hand, it rejects the semi-Pelagian and synergistic conclusion of the Roman 
Church, on the other that of the Reformed Church, according to which God is made the ultimate 
cause of sin and ruin. 
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There is no one who does good, not even one",*) even that they are all "dead in 
trespasses and sins. "**) This would bring one into conflict with the teaching of all 
Scripture concerning conversion, namely, that conversion is God's work from 
beginning to end. "And he hath also quickened you, which were dead in trespasses 
and sins. For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is 
the gift of God, lest any man should boast. For we are his workmanship, created in 
Christ Jesus unto good works, for which God prepared us beforehand, that we 
should walk therein." +) "For it is God that worketh in you both to will and to 
do, according to his good pleasure.” tt) This would also bring one into conflict 
with the Confession, which says, "Therefore here is no cooperation of our will in the 
conversion of man, and man must be drawn and born again of God: otherwise there 
is no thought in our hearts that would turn of itself to the holy gospel, to receive the 
same."t) "For this reason it is wrongly taught, if one pretends that the unregenerate 
man still has so much strength that he desires to accept the gospel, to comfort 
himself with the same, and thus the natural human will has something to do in 
conversion. For such an erroneous opinion is contrary to the holy divine Scriptures, 
the Christian Augsburg Confession, the same Apologia, the Schmalkaldic Articles, 
the large and small Catechismo Lutheri, and other writings of this excellent, highly 
enlightened theologian," says the Confession. $+) Yes, it also rejects the doctrine 
that, "whether- 


*) Rom. 3, 12. 
**) Ephes. 2, 1. 
t) Ephes. 2, 1. 8. 9. 10. 
tt) Phil. 2, 13. 
+) Concordienbuch p. 598. 599.? 44. 
++) Concordb. P. 599. §45. cf. p. 591. §25.; p. 713. §43. at the end. In this passage, as 
every one will see, it is only said that man can have no part in or contribute to his conversion, 
for the will is not free a), but bound. Man's will, of course, is not bound with regard to civil things 
or so-called outward actions, e. g. going to church, hearing God's word, reading and 
contemplating God's word, yes, even abstaining from gross vices. This is in man's power. But in 
the spiritual the will is bound. Hence man can have no part in conversion, which is of a purely 
inward, spiritual, thoroughgoing character. In conversion only God works. Rebirth or conversion 
is, after all, a creation in a spiritual sense. But only God can create. That a man, when born 


again, is converted, "from the new powers and gifts, so the Holy Ghost a) | have not said, as it is said in 
the "Exodus," that man has now "a free will, but only to choose the broad way." This, that man can of himself choose only the broad 
way, shows, indeed, precisely that his will is not "free," but "bound." 
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that the free will may be too weak to make a beginning, and to convert itself to God 
by its own powers, and to be heartily obedient to the law of God, yet when the Holy 
Spirit makes a beginning, and calls us through the gospel, and offers its grace, 
forgiveness of sins, and eternal blessedness, That then the pure will of its own 
natural powers may meet God, and in some measure do, help, and cooperate, 
though little and weakly, in sending and applying itself to the grace of God, and taking 
hold of the same, accepting it, and believing the gospel".*) The Confession rejects 
all this. Finally, we will only recall the third article: "I believe that | cannot by my own 
reason or strength believe in Jesus Christ my Lord or come to him, but this is the 
work of the Holy Spirit," where the Concordia formula adds: "Here neither our will 
nor our co-operation is thought of." **) 

But are we not talking about different seed lands, and does it not seem to follow 
that one part of man is better than the other, since we would have the solution here? 
By no means do we have the solution there. The Saviour only wants to tell us by this 
similitude how it really is, namely, that the word finds entrance with the one and not 
with the other. But the mystery remains. For while in the kingdom of nature the soil 
must be good before the seed comes in, if there is to be a rich harvest; while in the 
kingdom of nature it is so that even the best seed never makes the bad soil good, in 
the spiritual kingdom it is so that all the soil of the heart is equally corrupt, and that 
it is only the seed that makes good out of corrupt soil. 

Nor does the other form of doctrine seek to make a difference in man as a 
solution, as if men who are converted and saved should be better, however little, 
than others. It does not want to place the cause of man's election in man himself, 
even if only in a small part. The deep insight into man's basic corruption, into his 
enmity against God, into his complete spiritual impotence, prevented this. 


The fact that the Holy Spirit "began in us in conversion" can cooperate, however in weakness 
and in such a way that our cooperation is also produced by the Holy Spirit, is quite another 
matter, which the Confession also emphasizes. See Concordb. S. 603. 604. 
*) Concordb. P. 606. 607. P 77. 
**) Concordb. S. 598. § 42. 
t) Matth. 13, 1-23. Luc. 8, 4-15. 
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But the other form of doctrine only includes faith as a connecting link, and 
explains it thus: faith precedes election. God first sees those who will be saved as 
believers, and so chooses them in view of the faith he sees. But here again the 
question arises, Whence then did it come that God could see a part of them as 
believers? Does this come from themselves? Did they give themselves faith? No. 
Whence, then, does it come? Yes, it comes from God's deciding to give them faith. 
But where does it come from that God decided to give them faith? Yes, it is because 
he saw them as those who did not disbelieve. But whence is this that he saw them 
as those who did not repent? Is it from themselves? Or does it come from God? This 
is as far as one could go. To say that this, that a man does not resist, comes from 
man himself, would be to violate the teaching of Scripture, that man cannot do 
otherwise than resist, that it is God who creates that we do not resist; for it is God 
who works in us the will. If we were to say that non-resistance comes from man, the 
ultimate cause of man's happiness would not be God's free mercy in Christ, but man 
himself, his will, his consent; in short, happiness would be taken out of God's hand 
and put into man's hand. This our fathers would not have. Hence the - theologians 
of the 17th century, who need the other form of doctrine, like the theologians of the 
I6th. Therefore the theologians of the seventeenth century, who need the other form 
of doctrine, like the theologians of the sixteenth century, who need the first, teach 
that even non-resistance is God's work and gift. Joh. Olearius writes: "According to 
the doctrine of the Lutherans, one ascribes everything to God, nothing to man..... 
Even non-resistance is a gift of the Holy Spirit, which, by the proper means of making 
free, cancels and restrains the resistance which is ours alone." Joh. Hilsemann 
writes: "The 'not resisting’ is in no way our work, but a work of God produced in us, 
which we can only resist." 

Since there is nothing in us for which God breaks resistance, there is nothing 
left but to say that the cause of God's breaking resistance, the cause of God's 
creating faith, the cause of a man's being chosen and saved, is solely his mercy and 
Christ's merit, though at the same time it is certain on the other side: The cause that 
the opposition is not broken, the cause that faith is not produced, the cause that a 
man is not chosen and saved, lies solely in man himself, in his opposition. Where, 
therefore, man's rebellion is spoken of 
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If there is no salvation and happiness, there is nothing left but to attribute everything 
to God, who made us alive, who created us for his work in Christ, who chose us and 
ordained us for adoption. "Thy salvation is with me," says the Lord. *) 

Whether | say, as the first form of doctrine does, that God chooses him who is 
to be saved solely from his mercy for Christ's sake, without bringing in faith as a 
connecting link, or whether | say, as the other form of doctrine does, that God 
chooses him who is to be saved solely from his mercy for Christ's sake, without 
bringing in faith as a connecting link: God chooses him who is to be saved out of his 
mercy for Christ's sake in regard to faith, but the faith in regard to which he chooses 
he has decided to give, without having been moved to do so by anything in man, but 
solely out of his grace and Christ's merit, it remains in reality the same, only that 
according to the other form of doctrine one comes to the same result by an arduous 
detour **). Thus, according to the other form of doctrine, the mystery is only 
apparently solved, or, more exactly, transferred to another point, where the same 
difficulties are to be overcome. 

But could it be clearly proved from Scripture that it would say: First God sees 
one as a believer, and then chooses him in respect of faith, but this, that he sees 
him as a believer, must further be traced to a former decision to give him faith, this 
would be another matter. Then one would be obliged to use the other form. 
Meanwhile | cannot say that | have found a single passage in Holy Scripture which 
satisfactorily proves for me what is sought to be proved. But is it not written in Rom. 
8:29, "Whom he hath before ordained to be conformed to the image of his Son"? 
Yes, that is what it says. And | translate the Greek word that is there neither "loved 
beforehand," nor "ordained beforehand," but simply "knew beforehand." But we are 
to remember at the same time that both our (the Norwegian) old and new 
translations of the Bible have translated the same word 1 Pet. 1, 20. t) by 
"predestinate," which indeed would be quite wrong if the word could not also have 
this meaning, as is well known that'one finds in the Greek dictionaries and 
commentaries tt) both meanings $). But | hold the meaning "foreknown". 


*) Court. 13, 9. 

**) - which can easily be misused - 

t) "But with the precious blood of Christ, as of an innocent and undefiled Lamb, which was 
foreknown before the foundation of the world was laid." Joh. Gerhard, in his Commentary on the 
Epistles of Peter, declares quite consistent with the translation "foreordained." 

tt) E.g. Passow, Schleusner, Bensler, Schirlitz, Cremer and Stock. 


}) Luther in his Bible translation and the Concordia formula translate Rom. 8, 29. the word 
by "provide," which unambiguously denotes an act of the will which comes close to our 
predestination. 
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This word occurs only once in all Paul's letters, namely in the same letter Cap. 11, 
2. *) and that just as nakedly as here, without a closer definition. But it is not 
convincing to me, if then one says, You must paraphrase this word "foreknown" thus: 
of whom he foresaw that he stood in the faith, or would remain constant in the faith. 
Thus a Catholic exegete comes and paraphrases it thus: of whom he foresaw that 
he would remain constant in faith and good works. **A third: of whom he foresaw 
that he would love him; for in the verse before it is spoken of loving God, and there 
it is most natural to understand "love" by it. A fourth: whose self-decision he 
foreknew. A fifth: whom he knew beforehand to be able. A sixth, whom he did foresee 
worthy... A seventh, whom he foreknew to be his. An eighth, whom he knew 
beforehand to be such a one as he would be. Where the Scriptures do not 
themselves in one place declare what they mean, and where there is no other 
passage dealing with the same doctrine which says what one wants to put into it or 
understand by it, | leave this undecided. | see so much from this passage, and from 
the parallel passages, that something else must be meant here than that God has 
knowledge of men, something else also than an act of understanding. For if | ask, 
What men does God know beforehand, in the sense of what men does God know 
beforehand, | must answer, All. But since not all of whom God has foreknowledge 
are "ordained to be conformed to the image of his Son," or chosen to salvation, 
something other than mere knowledge must be meant here. The word must denote 
an act of God's will. But | cannot define it more exactly, and | believe that it is difficult 
for anyone to do so. As little as | can see that one has simply the right to translate: 
"which he predestinated," so little has one the right to insert, according to good 
sense, what cannot be proved from the text itself, nor is it found in any other place 
of the whole Scripture, +) (Conclusion follows.) 


*) "God hath not cast off his people, which he provided before." 


**If by election is meant, as has been done, the act of judgment which will take place on the 
last day, it is necessary to include good works, the whole life and conduct of man. For that good 
works and life are taken into consideration at the judgment on the last day, we learn clearly from 
Matth. 25, 31-46. But neither God's Word, nor the Confession, nor the Fathers, nor the 
dogmatists of the seventeenth century understand by election the act of judgment that takes 
place on the last day. 

+) The word "foreknow" only occurs five times in the New Testament, namely Apost. 26,5. 
and 2 Petr. 3,17., where it is used of men, but not in relation to God. Rom. 8, 29. 11, 2. 1 Petr. 
1, 20. where it is used 
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All kinds of dishonest spirits are now joining the union founded by "Old and 
New" against Missouri. Some who consider themselves to be misunderstood greats 
and have long been waiting for an opportunity to cool their heels at us are now raising 
a great clamor against us. Half-Missourians, who are overcome by truth and yet not 
right, as well as people who have always liked to reason, are also being driven into 
these channels. Among this clan belongs, among others, Rev. Horger in Bavaria. He 
was once one of the witnesses of the pure doctrine in Germany. But when his own 
person became too important to him, God let him fall. In his last collection of sermons 
he spoke a false 


of God. The word "foreknowledge" only occurs twice Apost. 2, 23. 1 Petr. 1,2. both times from 
God. But that these words, "foreknowledge" and "foreknowledge," in the five places where they 
are used of God, signify something else than a mere naked act of the understanding, 
consequently something else than: It will be easier to understand that the words "know" and 
"foreknowledge," in the five places where they are used of God, signify something other than a 
mere act of the intellect, something other than the knowledge of something, namely, an act of 
God's will, if we consider what the simple word "know" must mean in so many places, either 
when it is used of God in relation to God or man, or when it is used of man in relation to God. 

When Jesus says Joh. 10, 14. 15.: "| know those who are mine and am known to those 
who are mine, as my Father knows me and | know the Father," is it the opinion that Jesus only 
knows those who belong to him? Does not JEsu's will, JEsu's care, JEsu's love come into 
consideration in this "knowing," and indeed as the main thing? And is the opinion of the Father's 
"knowledge" of the Son, and the Son's knowledge of the Father, only that the Father knows who 
the Son is, and the Son knows who the Father is? Is not the will the most prominent thing in this 
"knowing," which signifies the deepest mutual relationship of love and devotion, the most intimate 
union? 

Or when our Lord and Savior, according to Matth. 7, 23, will say to the hypocrites on the 
day of judgment: "I have never known you", can the opinion be: | have never known who you 
are, | have never had any knowledge of you? Would not the Saviour thereby deny his own 
omniscience? "To know," then, must here also denote an act of the will. The Saviour wants to 
say: | have never entered into a connection with you, have never been in personal union with 
you, have never entered into a communion of life with you, have never acknowledged you as 
mine. That the guilt of JEsus not "knowing" them, not entering into union with them, was not his, 
but their own, JEsus himself says, when he adds: "Depart from me, ye workers of iniquity," which 
is but a paraphrase of, "Ye have not willed." 

Consider also, for example, the well-known passage John 17:3: "This is life eternal, that 
they may know thee, that thou only art true God, and whom thou hast sent, Jesus Christ." Is it 
possible that "to know" here means only to have knowledge of it? To have knowledge of it? Is 
not "knowing God, and him whom he hath sent, JEsum," something other than a matter of the 
understanding? Must not "to know" here signify that 
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Doctrine of Christ's humiliation. He was questioned privately and publicly about it; 
but what was once said had to be held fast at all costs. All dishonest advocacy and 
Talmudic subtleties had to be used for this purpose. That his doctrine was contrary 
to the confessional writings, he could not entirely deny. But the punishment was all 
the more painful, for he had vowed to conduct his ministry according to the 
Confessions, because they contained the doctrine of Scripture. Instead of submitting 
to the punishment, however, it became for him a 


one has come into personal communion with God and the Saviour, that one has received God 
and Jesus into oneself? "Knowing" must mean something like "believing," which is a matter of 
the will. Compare 1 John 4:8: "He that loveth not, knoweth not God." Is there an opinion that he 
who does not love has no knowledge of God? But how many thousands of so-called Christians, 
who have received the most excellent knowledge of God from their infancy, do not belong to 
those who do not "love"? The opinion, therefore, is: Where there is no love, there is no personal 
fellowship with the Lord. For where there is personal fellowship with the Lord, there must also be 
love. 

Our dear departed Prof. Jacobsen, who joined in the presentation of the doctrine of the 
election of grace given here, also particularly expressed his agreement with my view of the word 
"foreknowledge" as an act of God's will. | mention his name here, because in our community, at 
any rate, in so difficult a question as this, certainly no one's word had heavier weight than his, 
and for the reason that, with his all-roundness, his great philological erudition, and his free 
exegetical tact, he had the strongest claim to be heard. Nor did he ever state an opinion without 
having first made the most thorough investigation and applied the most severe criticism. On this 
question, too, he had pondered more than some suspected. In a conversation | had with him 
shortly before his death, he said something like this: In my opinion it is not proper to paraphrase 
the word "foreknow" thus: of which he foreknew. The word must be an independent word. This 
has its content in itself. We have no word that covers it. It must not be translated par excellence 
by "predestinate" or "love beforehand," but it denotes an act of God's will. It is a trait in the word 
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lens, which is not so easy to determine as, say, to translate. We need only think of some 
passages where the word occurs - he especially mentioned John 17:3 and Matthew 7:23 - and 
we will see that the word cannot possibly denote a mere matter of understanding, a knowledge, 
but must be primarily an expression of the will. The word "know" has an exceedingly deep 
meaning in Scripture, which, in my opinion, has not yet been sufficiently brought out. By carefully 
examining all the passages where "to know" occurs, and weighing the nuances (the gradual, 
subtle differences) in each passage, it will perhaps be possible to exhaustively determine the 
content of the word "to know" to some extent. Now as to Rom. 8:29, we must also observe that 
the perfect is not used there, which denotes a state, but the aorist, which denotes a former 
momentary action. - He, with whom most of the conditions for the solution of the difficult issue 
were found among us, has gone where every "why" finds its most beautiful explanation, so we 
then, who are still here, have to think about these things a little more deeply than we might have 
done. 
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Stone of offence. Missouri was suspected that it only wanted to accuse him of 
something, and the sender of this, his "former heart friend", that he had let himself be 
blinded by Missouri's reputation. The Concordia Formula, which clearly rejected his 
error, was said to be more a theologian's confession than a congregational 
confession and therefore not as binding as the other confessions. But His Reverence, 
out of his innate gentleness and kindness, condescended to "bear" this weakness in 
the symbols, so that they would lead other doctrines than they did. The Missourians, 
however, were sworn to death and destruction, for the punishment was too much to 
bear. Henceforth, i.e. for three years, every opportunity was used in Hérger's paper, 
the "Stiddeutsche Freikirche," to lash out at Missouri; although many of the readers 
will hardly know whether to look for the Missourians among the Kaffirs or on the 
moon. The irritation went so far that Hérger, when he found a beautiful song that was 
not in our hymn book, could not refrain from making this fact known and attaching 
remarks to it, without considering that censuring is always easier than improving, and 
that if he had already been born he could have applied his counsel to the collection 
without much trouble. Now when the doctrinal controversy about the election of grace 
broke out, it was something found for Hérger. There was opportunity for revenge. 
Suddenly he uttered a cry of horror at Missouri's deep "fall." Openly the same was 
held up as God's judgment for daring to tamper with him. Since then, he has regularly 
called us "New Missourians" and has made himself out to be an Old Missourian. 
Against his better knowledge and conscience, he acts as if we had suddenly brought 
up a new doctrine, and - after all, he himself once expounded Missouri's doctrine of 
election by grace to me and declared it to be that of Luther, although he could not 
quite agree with it as far as he was concerned. But at that time Missouri still stood 
differently to him. His paper now teems with articles directed against us. "Old and 
New," however, has already in fact welcomed the confederate. But - what would 
become of it if "Old and New" organized a community! The Prussian Union would 
certainly not be more variegated. As long as the opposition lasted, the unity would be 
in dire straits, even though the "many" spirits who want to be "independent" are 
already only "pleasing themselves in their own ways"; for "the conceit considers 
everything to be mean which it does not choose for itself." If, however, the opposition 
to Missouri were to weaken, it could easily go according to those words of Luther: 
"Thus the whole country becomes full of fools, since instead of unity every one of the 
Hanses adorns his coat according to his own mind with ribs, self-found'nen, and with 
fringes." For apart from everything else, in the community of our opponents 
orthodoxists, people for whom faith is primarily in the head, and pietists offer their 
hands against us. They rage chiefly against our teaching, 
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God has graciously looked upon His own from eternity in Christ Jesus, and has 
ordained them "to filial adoption," to faith (Eph. 1:4-6); for this will not fit into any 
system; but the imposition of becoming such a fool before oneself, that one believes 
"inconsistent things" in response to the clear word of Scripture, is too hard. Before 
the learned faith everything must rhyme, even if one had to do the greatest violence 
to Scripture; for rationalism is in the background. With pietism, on the other hand, 
the joyful certainty of faith is utterly incompatible. At the most, it would only look upon 
the apostles as rejoicing in their election, or upon men who had been honored with 
special revelations and were overflowing with heavenly feelings. But to preach to a 
congregation, "Rejoice that your names are written in heaven," is to him, if the words 
be taken as they are, an ungodliness above all ungodliness. And if even a Christian 
man should dare to say, "| am written in heaven." "I know that | have been chosen 
in Christ from the beginning," a pietist is filled with horror. 

The certainty of election is also the main object of Father Hérger's attack. Of 
course, he knows no election of grace in the proper sense; but such an election in 
the non-proper sense is no election at all. In a genuinely Pelagian and synergistic 
way he makes everything ultimately dependent on the "conduct" of man. Grace 
becomes only a helper and servant of free will. If our present opponents are 
characterized by the fact that the doctrine has become an offense to them, that in 
the election of grace God alone deserves the honor, then Hérger openly states that 
something, even everything, is to be ascribed to the "conduct" of man. It is not at all 
his intention to convince us of an error. Rather, from the beginning he wrote in such 
a way that nothing could be read out of it but vindictiveness and joy that an 
opportunity had presented itself to drag us into the muck. It shall not occur to me to 
reply to all the many blows and jabs. He himself, his "friend of the heart," whom he 
once wanted to have as his brother in office at any price, and who proved his deepest 
love to him so often by deed that a hundred appreciative testimonies to it could be 
brought from Hérger's pen, has for three years been continuously dragged about in 
his paper. From letters in which love formally wrestled with him in order to convince 
him of his error, and even from "stolen letters," he gathered together all the harsh 
and punishing expressions interwoven in words of love and placed them side by side 
in such a way that the reader might be horrified. To my request not to look at them 
and only to discuss the doctrine with me objectively in a friendly and brotherly way, 
he answered coldly that he did not know what else he could say about it, that he had 
said everything publicly and that he- 
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...waiting for a public answer. Nevertheless, | contented myself with the sigh: "Father, 
forgive him; for he knows not what he does!" It always hurts to take public action 
against a former friend. But Hérger could not refrain from teasing, and when 
everything was in vain, he printed in No. 12 of the "Stiddeutsche Freikirche" one of 
my letters of 1874, which contains a report on a disputation with Darbysts. At the end, 
however, he remarked: "Finally, we must unfortunately add that the author of the 
above report, who mainly spoke out against the Darbyists, has in the meantime - 
himself - accepted their election hoax, if not from them, then at least from 
Neumissouri. What he then refuted and condemned from God's word, he now praises 
and defends as the most precious truth of God, and what he then defended as 
scriptural doctrine, he now blasphemes and condemns with the most ghastly 
‘fanaticism’ as devilish doctrine. So much does it matter to most people by whom a 
doctrine is presented! So powerfully does the "reputation of the person," so much 
condemned in Scripture, work! 

When | now answer this, | certainly do not hope to convert Hérger. But | would 
like to sharpen the sting against which he licks a little and thus prepare for a possible 
later hour of grace, which, of course, is hardly possible with such spirits other than 
that God lets them fall deeply into public sin and shame. The answer might also, by 
God's grace, give light to many a doubtful soul. 

First of all, as for the accusation of being a copycat, it is very cheap nowadays. 
Whoever has so much independence as to resist the yoke of our opponents must 
allow himself to be shouted down as a copycat; but whoever stands by them is 
considered independent, even if he is hardly capable of understanding what it is all 
about. One has perhaps already received a dozen times the flattering recognition of 
independence from the same mouth from which this reproach now flows, but the 
cunning of war demands that something be attached to us. By the way, | have never 
referred to men in my dealings with "H6érger," but have expounded the doctrine solely 
from Scripture. Therefore patience, gentlemen, with premature judgments! The day 
will come soon enough when the Lord will reveal what was hidden in the heart. 

But - | am said by Missouri to have embraced the Darby doctrine of election, 
which | once rejected with great earnestness! Is this true? Let us see! Those 
Darbyists with whom | disputed in Furth in 1874, and at the head of whom was a 
French Calvinist, asserted an election not based on God's grace and Christ's merit, 
but merely dependent on God's arbitrariness. As true Calvinists, they made of God a 
cruel tyrant who has strange ideas and chooses or rejects according to blind whim. 
That God should have mercy on all his works, that he should be love, and that in 
Christ JESUS he should be love. 
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they denied that they loved the world. They considered the world to be the world of 
the elect. Furthermore, they taught that whoever was a Christian was also an elect. 
There were no time-believers. Judas, Alexander, Hymenaeus, etc., were mere 
hypocrites who had never stood in the faith. When we answered their question in 
the affirmative, "Can believers fall again and be damned?" they heaped scorn and 
ridicule upon us. At last they taught an irresistible grace, and an absolute assurance 
of election, not flowing from the words of the gospel, but founded on immediate 
revelations, and existing in heavenly feelings. They used proverbs only to prove that 
there was a certainty. But the nature of it they described entirely according to "inward 
experiences." Since their conversion they no longer wished to be on the way to 
heaven, but were already reveling in perfection. When the Lord's Prayer was prayed, 
the heads of that sect tore their hands apart and laid them on their backs, for they 
considered it only a prayer for the unconverted, and regarded the fifth petition as a 
blasphemy against their holiness. All these ravings and ungodly doctrines | once 
freshly condemned, and, as a true "Missourian," do it still more severely today, 
where possible. Let our congregations testify whether they have ever heard such 
teaching from us. We only lead the people to JEsu's feet. Let them hear him for 
themselves. But, to be sure, we also say with Luther: 

"There is to hear, not to ask why? Not master and not deuteln around 

and around, Nor much verntnfteln and mihreformiren With Spintisiren 

and Philosophiren." 

(HarleB: Luther's Doctrinal Wisdom p. 4.) 

Because Jesus teaches us to rejoice that our names are written in heaven, we 
imitate him. We know, of course, that a thousand Christians do not attain to any 
certainty of election in this life; we know, too, that the main thing is to practice 
catechism, and not to provide strong food for weak children; but to deny that there 
is manhood in Christ, or to say, with the orthodox, that it consists in becoming a critic 
and a Talmudic word-smith, who has his "own point of view" everywhere - this is not 
required of us. Hérger himself would do best to begin with the first commandment 
and leave the doctrine of the election of grace until the Holy Spirit has more fully 
made known to him the difference between the law and the gospel. He himself 
confesses that he does not understand our doctrine at all, that it is full of 
contradictions to him, and so on. Whence this but from natural blindness, to whom 
the Bible is the most contradictory book on earth? If he were humble enough to seek 
this blindness in himself, there would be no need. But he that is his own God, he 
ver- 
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it stands only to strike at others. Thereby he does, says Luther, like an ostrich - 


"As this one thinks he's all covered now, When 
behind twigs he hides his neck, So this one pulls 
out a few spells And thinks the ragwork a 
greatness, Skilled to cover his naked nakedness." 
(HarleB op. cit. p. 10 f.) 


Thus Hérger throws around sayings that deal with sanctification, and snatches up 
passages in Luther that belong to it or that are directed against an absolute, carnal 
certainty of election, and then there is a cry of triumph: "Look, look, what Lutherans 
the Missourians are! And no one knows better than Hoérger that Luther was a 
"Missourian" by skin and hair. He is as hostile to him as he is to us, only he must not 
say so for the sake of the people. The citations he brings against us only reveal that 
he is completely at one with the Darbyists in one respect, namely, that to him the 
rock-solid certainty of faith is incompatible with the fear and trembling and anxious 
watchfulness of the Christian struggling in sanctification. Romans 8:31 ff. must in 
some way be reconciled with chapter 7:14 ff. etc., and always in such a way that one 
comes to the conclusion that there is no assurance of faith concerning election and 
preservation in faith, but that one must stand in uncertainty and legal fear all one's 
life, whether this or that will not still separate us from the love of God. Oh, what 
trouble the Holy Spirit has caused our opponents with his "careless" and 
"Missourian" sounding words! If only he had gone to school at a German university 
before he spoke, he would surely have learned the language better! 

But Hérger found something in that report of 1874 that he can now use to 
present me as an "apostate" to old friends and acquaintances. At that time | did not 
dare to assert my election and let fall the words: "Today | am in the faith; whether | 
will be in 30-40 years, | have no guarantee but the faithfulness of God, which | can 
resist. Out of all the speeches shines a fear, a fear of my flesh, which might yet 
become too powerful for grace. That's something for a listener! The fear was 
founded, he asserts, now | have resisted the faithfulness of God, and have fallen 
from grace; for - | stand against him. But do not be too quick with your judgment! 
That | should have condemned all certainty of election is not true. | would have gladly 
passed over this point, for | lacked the right certainty, and at present | myself was in 
dispute about it. The report of the disputation itself shows that | objectively 
condemned everything specifically enthusiastic. 
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But as soon as | reached this point, | suddenly began to speak in the first person, as 
if it were a question of whether | belonged to the elect. However, | was still a child in 
Christ, and the question, "Will | remain in the faith?" which had already caused me 
much concern, was stimulated anew by the disputation. If it is a reproach that | did 
not fall from heaven as a master, Hérger may also take it to his credit that he was 
not born a man. | know that | have made trouble and work for my Saviour, and if 
Hdrger wants to give me more proof of this, | will not be angry with him at all. That 
uncertainty forms a stage of my knowledge, and Hérger knows quite well that at that 
time | was no longer far from the Lutheran certainty of faith. But since | cannot 
mention pastoral conversations, | will not be ashamed to present some points of my 
development in this respect in response to the accusation that | have now fallen 
deeply. 

As achild, | never heard God's pure word in home, school, or church. Of the 
three pastors in my parish, each had a different faith. The schoolmasters in German 
and Latin school could not refrain from dredging up their unbelief. My classmates, 
with the approval of my teachers, called me the "saint" - and why? | had only not 
wanted to let them take away my historical faith. Apart from this | did not possess 
much myself. In early childhood | had been implanted with the most carnal chiliasm. 
Later - while still at school - | was attracted by a pietistic vicar of the neighbourhood. 
He pushed back the chiliasm more and made conversion the main thing. He often 
knelt alone with me and guided me in the "struggle" for faith and blessedness. He 
was an honest soul, but there was no trace of joyful certainty of faith. An anxious 
legalism was marked on all his features. He wrestled and wrestled until he fell into 
such temptations that he had to be taken to an insane asylum. Another vicar, who 
wanted to join me in later years, fared the same way. This is not at all uncommon 
among the students of Prof. Beck in Tubingen. The more faithful in their ways, the 
closer to despair. God held his hand over me, but with the question in my heart, 
"Where will | find peace, oh peace?" | also wandered for years from one well full of 
holes to another and only came home even thirstier. | devoured an immense mass 
of "Lutheran," Reformed, Uniate, and Methodist tracts, and yet remained unsatisfied; 
for almost all the writings circulating among the "believers" of the state churches 
brew law and gospel into one another and make Christ a servant of free will. There 
is a running and chasing, wrestling and working, as if heaven had to be built first. He 
who has been through this monastic and nunnery life 
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understands something of it when Luther describes his monastic life. Like the 
Methodists, one prays for hours and thinks with enthusiasm that it was hardly five 
minutes. The words pour out of the mouth, and yet the heart is far from God. One 
wants to tame the flesh, and fasts and scourges himself, and seeks to arrange his 
whole life according to the recommended "rules," and yet it is nothing but Pharisaism. 
One works for Christian institutions, for missions and other conversions, and yet is 
not himself converted. One runs from one Christian festival to another, follows 
famous pulpit orators, and lets himself be completely intoxicated by them, and yet 
rides only on "clouds without water. One hears preachers who glow with Mosaic zeal, 
and whose words go through marrow and bone, so that one melts in tears over them, 
but one only begins anew to roll the Sysiphus stone and to beat the spirit out of the 
flesh. Sometimes one fantasizes oneself into heaven and revels in blissful feelings, 
sometimes one lies in the abyss of despair and flees from God as a tyrant who 
demands the impossible. Before the world one is holiness itself, and yet before God 
none of this exists. One becomes a murderer of oneself in order to offer oneself to 
God, and yet in so doing only blasphemes the sacrifice of Christ. "| also sank deeper 
and deeper into it," and so on. No one could pour balm on the sore heart, although | 
came closer and closer to the Lutheran direction of the national church. Then the 
torch was thrown into my heart: Are you an elect? | sought an answer in the law, but 
then the pining turned completely into pining. Shyly | dared to put the question to my 
confessor, but he was also a good Schmidtian. Annoyed that | should bother about 
such things, he scolded me soundly and let me go. 'Some leaders among the faithful 
could only answer me with so and so many ifs and buts. The wound was covered but 
not healed. The many conditions to which the assurance was attached made the 
distress still greater. It came to a head; | was already looking for the only consolation 
in thoughts of suicide; then 1 Peter 1:1-5 and Luther's interpretation of it fell into my 
hands. This was foreign doctrine. | could not grasp it yet, but it awakened hope. It 
seized my heart with hidden violence. Around this time, it was the first Sunday after 
Trinity, | came to a small country church. The pastor was preaching on the epistle 1 
John 4:16 ff. and he added the preceding verses from v. 9 on. V. 10 struck me like a 
thunderbolt even as it was being read. The minister had an old pigskin volume, and 
read most of it. It was a real evangelical interpretation. | felt as if | could hear the 
angels singing in Bethlehem's corridors. God's hour had come. 1 John 4:10 broke 
the neck of pietism. God knows how often | sang the "Glory to God in" etc. on the 
way home, which took several hours. Now | had only just learned to sing: "Glory to 
God alone! 
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Honour and thanksgiving for his grace." | was therefore able to rejoice in the present 
grace. - In the meantime years went by. The "Lutheran" came into my hands; | 
immersed myself more in Luther's writings, left the national church, became Hoérger's 
friend and a member of the congregation. It was still enough for me to know: today | 
am blessed. | tried to avoid the question: "Will | remain steadfast? When it came, it 
was fought as a challenge. 1 Peter 1:5, then the words of the interpretation of the 
third article, that it is the Holy Spirit who not only calls Christians, etc., but also keeps 
them in the right united faith, as well as some of Luther's words, sometimes passed 
through my mind, but | would not have dared to count myself among the elect and 
say: "| am sure that neither death nor life . .. may separate us from the love of God**. 
.. (Rom. 8, 38. f.). My Saviour had indeed taken my heart, but | was still afraid that 
too much good might be ascribed to him. There was still a remnant of the fear of the 
law. But what Christian can completely suppress that question? The devil, the world, 
and the flesh will see to it that it comes up again and again. Woe to him who cannot 
give an answer without ifs and buts! He will not be rid of secret fear, and "fear hath 
torment. But he that feareth is not perfect in love." (1 John 4:28.) | was troubled with 
this, as | have mentioned, just about the time of that disputation. This drove me to 
research Luther even more. Hérger knows well enough how far | came as a result. 
The knowledge of the complete love of God finally drove out fear. | let my God be 
the Alpha and Omega of my salvation and trusted him that he who had begun the 
good work would also accomplish it, that his grace would remain more powerful than 
my sin and that therefore no one would snatch me out of his hand. If it is also objected 
that God does not complete us without us, | answer that he does so, not because he 
needs us, but out of pure grace. He is the potter, and we are the clay: for in 
sanctification also he is the first and the last, as it is written, Whom the Spirit of God 
causeth to be the children of God. Without his activity nothing comes of it. - Luther 
helped me to this insight. Admittedly, it became even clearer and deeper in St. Louis, 
but the reason remained the same. Hérger knows that well. Perhaps in the fall of 
1875, we talked about the fact that the newer theologians all accused Luther of 
Calvinism. Hérger asked me what | thought of Luther's writing: "That free will does 
not matter. | replied that much was beyond my understanding, but that | had to say 
yes and amen to what | understood. He asked me to read it again, and mentioned 
that Missouri praised it highly and taught the same doctrine of election by grace. | 
read it again and came back with the same result. Hérger shook the 
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head, but could not be moved to voice his misgivings. Only this much he said in 
conclusion: "Well, you just stick to it." This | did, and behold,-now | have fallen from 
the faith! - 

| don't want to start a dispute with Hdérger. He will have to have the last word. 
Only this much | say to him in parting: Let my tongue rot the day | allow myself to be 
led to blaspheme that my "conduct" has led me to faith or will keep me in it! | have 
not chosen my Saviour, but He has chosen me, and that not out of the faithful, but 
out of the ungodly world. It is a wonder to myself how He could bring me to faith. But 
He has sworn to me that His grace shall not depart from me. Whoever teaches me 
to doubt this and wants to instill legal fear in me can at best make me a despairing 
Judas. If Hérger is eager for the reward, let him try his art still further! G. 
Goesswein. 


Liturgical Forms. 


Presented by F. Lochner for examination and provisional arbitrary assistance. 


Preliminary remark. 


Although in the constitution of the orthodox church of this country we have been 
confronted for four decades with a church structure that we searched for in vain in 
the time of the Reformation and immediately after it, the book by Prof. Dr. Walther, 
"Die rechte Gestalt einer vom Staate unabhangig Ev.- luth.luth. Ortsgemeinde" (The 
Right Form of an Evangelical Church Independent of the State), the proof is most 
evident that "our old orthodox teachers, although living in a state church under a 
consistorial constitution, on the basis of their doctrine of church, office, church 
government, etc., did not conceive of the form of a local church independent of the 
state in any other way than that which is presented here. The church structure here 
is therefore nothing new, but only the practical implementation of the right doctrine 
of church and ministry according to the apostolic model in and for a particular church 
that is completely independent of the state. 

As far as the form and manner of public worship and the various ecclesiastical 
acts are concerned, the Fathers have left us a great treasure for our use. One 
marvels at the richness and variety of forms and modes, at the beauty, sensuality 
and structure in the liturgical composition, nothing to be said of what the dear Musica 
has accomplished here. However, this is not a Carlstadtian abdication, but rather, in 
keeping with the old church, only a cleansing of what has been partly added by 
papist- 


490Liturgical Forms. 


The church was not only an abomination, but also an overload covering Word and 
Sacrament in the divine service, instead of a really serving adornment. Thus it could 
also be said in Art. 24 of the Augsburg Confession: "It is wrongly imposed on our 
people that they should be a part of the church. Confession: "It is unjustly charged 
against our people that they should have abstained from the Mass. For it is a matter 
of public record that Mass is celebrated with greater devotion and earnestness 
among us than among our adversaries ... So also in the public ceremonies no 
noticeable change has taken place, except that in some places German chants (to 
teach the people and to practice with them) are sung next to Latin chants, since all 
ceremonies are primarily to serve that the people learn from them what they need to 
know about Christ. With the publication of an Agende, which had become an ever 
more urgent need, we therefore only needed to reach into this treasure and select 
for our needs that which could be more or less executed for us, without wanting or 
having to change the form and expression. Thus, in 1856, our "Kirchen - Agende fir 
Evangel. - Lutherische Gemeinden U. A. C. compiled from the old orthodox Saxon 
church agendas." Only for the act of general confession before Holy Communion 
could the old agendas offer no special form, since, as is well known, in the 16th and 
also still in the 17th century, the practice of private confession was the prevailing 
custom, but this followed the Sunday Vespers, and Luther in the small catechism 
had provided "a short way to confess" for the simple. Only later orthodox agendas, 
such as the Staden. Manual, contain a form and manner of general confession. 
Lohe's beautiful ordination form is therefore also only an "appendix". 

At the same time, however, the need for forms for such actions and liturgical 
acts has gradually become more and more noticeable in various places, which either 
are not included in the old agendas, or which could not be taken into consideration 
at the time for various reasons, and which nevertheless had to occur more and more 
frequently in the organization of our church life here. One thinks, for example, of the 
consecration of newly built churches and their preceding celebration of the laying of 
the foundation stone, or of the ecclesiastical appointment of school teachers and 
superintendents, which has become customary in many cases and certainly 
corresponds to the right doctrine of the ministry, or of the public proclamation of 
excommunication, voluntary separation, absolution of the fallen, and the like. Those 
who were not only knowledgeable about various old agendas, but also part of them, 
could certainly get advice in many cases. But even such a person had to form 
something himself for one or the other case and for his private use according to the 
models given in the older liturgies and to communicate it to others upon request. 

This was the case for the writer of this article, who for many years worked on 
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of a congregation already liturgically educated from Germany and here still further 
equipped. Since he was not only approached by his fellow ministers for help with 
what he had, but also had to provide the preachers coming out of the seminary in 
Springfield with liturgical instruction as a result of his appointment to the congregation 
there, he was repeatedly requested two years ago by the Pastoral Conference of 
Northern Illinois, as well as afterwards by a few other conferences to which he 
submitted the matter. He was repeatedly requested by the Pastoral Conference of 
Northern Illinois, as well as by a few other conferences afterward, to which he 
submitted the matter, to take steps to publish the forms he used, and to do so through 
one of our organs, as which "Doctrine and Order" seemed most suitable at last. 

The sender, who first wrote these or forms only for his private use and now 
uses them in his liturgical teaching, because he has nothing else and suitable at his 
disposal, by no means conceals the difficulty of fulfilling the request made to him. 
Even if old or otherwise proven material could be used in part for one or the other 
action, the rest, and for one or the other action, the whole must first receive its form 
and shape. But even if a more exact study of the liturgy and the acquaintance with 
old agendas made it easier for him to form and copy, the main difficulty always 
showed itself anew. This is the lack of a newly forming church language. As far as 
expression is concerned, one can only try to imitate. This is the reason why the 
sender has hesitated with the publication of at least some of the most necessary 
forms until now. If he finally makes a start with the following form, it is not only with 
the intention of offering a preliminary help with his work, and with the request that it 
be subjected to an examination, but also with the wish that a more capable hand may 
be inspired to offer something better and more appropriate for his time. 


I. 
Introduction of newly elected principals. 


After the singing of an appropriate hymn or several verses of the same, such as: Now we 
ask the Holy Spirit, etc., or: Come, Holy Spirit, God, etc., or: Come, God Creator, Holy Spirit, etc., 
the pastor gives a short free speech to the newly elected presbyters standing before the altar, or 
leaves the following exhortation. 

In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Amen. 
Beloved in the Lord! In the first epistle to Timothy, the holy apostle Paul writes 
Cap. 5, 17: "The elders, 
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Those who preside well are counted worthy of double honor, especially those who 
labor in the word and in doctrine. From this we learn that even in the beginning of 
the church there were two kinds of elders who presided over and governed the 
congregation, namely, those who primarily labored in the word and in doctrine and 
thus administered the sacred office of preaching, and those who alone governed the 
congregation with the appointed preachers. 

It is true that God the Lord has established only one office in the church, which 
is the office of the word and of the reverend sacraments. The office of the co- 
ministering elders is therefore only an apostolic institution and therefore only an 
ecclesiastical order, in which, according to the occasion, the circumstances, and the 
available gifts, the functions are different which are commanded by the Christian 
community to such helpers in the church government. Since, however, many duties 
belong to the church office, which, when the number of believers is great, cannot 
well be performed by one or by several, and since the Lord God has given many 
gifts for the edification of his church, and desires that in the use of them everything 
should be done properly and honestly, it pleases him well when the church ministers 
to the believers, It is pleasing to him when the congregation chooses certain brethren 
in Christian order to help govern the congregation, according to the grace and gift 
given them by God, and in the tasks commanded them by the congregation, and for 
the time appointed to them by the congregation, as called ministers of the word. 
Experience also teaches what benefit and blessing such an ecclesiastical order has, 
where such a ministry is not established as a ministry above and apart from the 
ministry of the Word and the sacraments, but as a branch and auxiliary ministry of 
the same, and God gives for it gifted, wise, experienced, and godly men; As, on the 
other hand, by unfit and unfaithful men, great harm may come to such an office, and 
the course of the word may be greatly hindered; wherefore the election also to such 
an auxiliary office ought to be justly made in the right fear and invocation of God. 

Since you, then, beloved brethren in the Lord Christ, have been elected in the 
ordinary assembly of the congregation to the office of a ruling elder (partly again, 
partly anew), | beseech and exhort you in the Lord, that for the glory of his holy name 
and the edification of this congregation you show all faithfulness in your office, and 
with me, as the appointed minister of the word, govern the congregation according 
to God's word in such a way that God's name may also be increasingly hallowed 
here, his kingdom promoted, and thus his good and gracious will accomplished. 

But now, that ye may know the particular duties of this office, see how they are 
described in the ordinances of the church: 
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(Read aloud the instruction for the overseer. If the congregation has not yet drawn up and 
adopted such an instruction, the most important duties will be listed either here or in the sermon 
or speech). 


| ask you then, beloved brethren, before the Lord, and before this his church: 

Will ye (according to such order), and according to the ability which God hath 
given, execute this your office of overseer with all diligence and faithfulness? - then 
answer: Yes. 


Will you also be diligent in the rest of your conduct to be a Christian example 
to the church? - Answer me: 
Yes. 


Such your promise you now also want to confirm with your handshake. 
(After the handshake) 

Upon this promise of yours made before God and us, we wish you God's grace 
and blessing for the direction of this ministry, for which the church has chosen you 
in the fear of God and which you have assumed for Christ's sake for the appointed 
time. May the Lord grant you his Holy Spirit, that you may seek his glory and the 
welfare of the church with all your heart, and that in all your doings and burdens you 
may be wise and understanding, brave and patient; and as he would reward you for 
all your faithfulness in the service of love to the church even here, so may he one 
day cause every one of you to hear the joyful voice: "O thou devout and faithful 
servant, thou hast been faithful over a little; | will set thee over much; enter thou into 
the joy of thy Lord!" 


To the community. 

And you, beloved members of this congregation, who in Christian order have 
chosen these brothers to the office of co-ruling elders, recognize them now also as 
such, who in the preservation and promotion of good discipline and order in church 
and school work with me on you, preside over you in the Lord, and admonish you. 
The more faithfully they carry out their work, the more you should love them for it, 
and hold them in high esteem, which, according to the apostle's word, is due to 
those who are good stewards of the church. 


On the retirement of the heads*) 
But to you, beloved brethren, who are now departing from the ministry, we give 
thanks for all your efforts in the performance of your past duties. 


*) The same may escort their successors to the altar. 


494 Personal Statement. 


For all the faithfulness you have shown in this ministry and for all the service you 
have rendered us in love. May the merciful God bless and reward you for this here 
in time and there in eternity through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

Let us pray with devotion and faith with one accord! 

We thank thee, O Lord Jesus Christ, that thou, sitting at the right hand of thy 
heavenly Father, hast also graciously bestowed upon us thy gifts, that the saints may 
be prepared for the work of the ministry, by which thy holy body is edified; For thou 
hast established among us the holy ministry of preaching, and hast preserved it unto 
this present hour against all the fury of the devil and of the world; and for the 
furtherance of this ministry, and for the blessing of the church, thou hast evermore 
given ministers, helpers, and governors, who, according to the gift that is given them, 
and by the power of thy Holy Spirit, work together for the edifying of thy body. Now 
that we have again commanded some of our brethren such ministries of helping, 
serving, and governing in your fear, we beseech you to give them your Holy Spirit 
abundantly, so that they may carry out their ministry for the blessing of your church 
and remain faithful and steadfast against the devil, the world, and the flesh. O Lord, 
in these last perilous and perilous times and seasons, let our church, as well as all 
thy holy church, be commanded unto thee. Therefore, let all your enemies who 
blaspheme your name, destroy your kingdom, and oppose your will, be controlled, 
be brought to an end, and give victory and prosperity wherever your servants testify 
and work, so that it may be seen that the right God is in Zion. So let us, with labor 
and struggle for thy kingdom, with shame and affliction for thy name's sake, go forth 
with all thy faithful on earth toward thy glorious future, and then adorn us with the 
crown of righteousness that is also apportioned to us. This give and grant us by grace 
for thy name's sake. Amen. 


Go in peace. Amen. 
Collects and blessings. 


Singing may be of "Come, Holy Ghost" v. 3. or of "Now we beseech the Holy 
Ghost" v. 4. or of "Come, God Creator" v. 7. or of "HErr JEsu, of all men's refuge" v. 
17. 


Personal Statement. 


Three weeks ago, when | sent in an article against Prof. Stellhorn for "Lehre 
und Wehre", | deliberately left out a few lines of what he had written against me in 
"Altes und Neues". However, after a longer period of consideration, | believe that | 
should not remain completely silent, because his words have a negative impact on 
my good name. 
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harmful interpretations. (1 Cor. 9, 15.) His words are thus: "We do not enter into the 
personally suspicious allusions with diligence and deliberation, because personal 
matters have nothing to do here.*) We could already meet Mr. r. Otherwise we could 
already meet him here and even strike him many a blow in front of those ‘in the know’, 
which would certainly sit well. But," etc.**) Before this he exclaims, e. g., "O, pious, 
conscientious r.!" and here he puts the word "knowers" in quotation marks. | therefore 
declare: St. may, after all, in the same sheet, give me his "blows," and thereby 
honestly call the "knowing ones." 

No one will take offense at this personal statement. In a dispute such as the 
present one, personal matters, and especially so-called personal matters, cannot be 
avoided. In addition to this, it is sometimes regarded as personal and condemned if 
the opponent, no matter how boldly and audaciously he may appear, is shown to be 
untruthful, distorted, etc. This must be borne with love. This must be borne in love. 
That is how it has always been. A. W. 
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|. America. 


The Mennonites in America publish 10 different church magazines. 

The English translation of the Concordia book by Dr. H. E. Jacobs is in press. 

An institution in the East has made the well-known church debt collector Kimball, and a 
college in California has made the general freight agent of the Central Pacific railroad and an 
official of the San Francisco mint Doctorm of Theology. The former never studied theology, the 
latter two were once preachers. 

A Methodist preacher in Chicago, Dr. Thomas, stands accused of false doctrines. He 
denies redemption by the blood of Christ, does not believe that all Scripture is inspired by God, 
and doubts the eternity of the punishments of hell. Whether he was in earnest about the 
chastisement is to be expected. The investigating committee did not agree on the individual 


points. It must be bad for Methodism if the "Independent" of New York can say that the two last- 


mentioned heresies would probably be overlooked. The matter will come before the annual 
conference in October. 


ll. Abroad. 


Fidelity to the Church Regiment in the Regional Churches. What is to be given to it, if 
in a German national church the so-called church regiment once refuses the confirmation of a 
received vocation to a notorious unbeliever, is evident in the matter of the occupation of the parish 
of St. Jakobi in Berlin. 


*) Anyone who has read St's whole article knows how nice that sounds. 
**) Underlined by the sender. 
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have become. The "Pilger a. Sachsen" of August 7 writes: "The election of a pastor at St. Jacob's 
in Berlin has come to a very lamentable conclusion. After the church regiment had successively 
rejected three well-known Protestant unionists, it finally appointed a man of the middle party. 
That means: much ado about nothing. For the Central Party and the Protestant Association are 
almost One Heart and One Soul in their enmity against the faith of the Fathers; they differ from 
each other as in politics liberalism and radicalism or progress do. 

The Thuringian ecclesiastical conference, which met in Eisenach on May 3, addressed 
a petition to the theological faculty of Jena, dated "Gotha, July 6, 1881", to the effect that the said 
faculty should "soon remedy the urgent need to provide a representation of Lutheran theology to 
the predominant liberal, critical-speculative direction (in Jena) by appointing renowned Lutheran 
theologians as full or associate professors, and to submit suitable proposals to this end to the 
board of trustees (of the university).Lutheran theology by appointing renowned Lutheran 
theologians as full or associate professors, and to submit suitable proposals to this end to the 
Board of Trustees (of the University)". It is not without reason that the theological faculty, in its 
answer of July 20, which is signed by Prof. Carl Hase, as the present dean, calls this "request to 
apply for the appointment of such new colleagues to the high Curatorium itself" a "naive" one. 
For what can be more naive, to present to the wolves the "most obedient request" that the same 
should see to the appointment of faithful shepherds who would have kindness to ward off the 
wolves?! Since the Conference had taken the position that it was necessary to have a 
representation of Lutheran theology by the side of the liberal, or rather critical-speculative, 
direction that was predominant in Jena, the Conference decided that it was necessary to have a 
representation of Lutheran theology by the side of the liberal, or rather critical-speculative, 
direction that was predominant in Jena.Lutheran theology, the Conference had to find it quite in 
order that the Faculty answered that no reasonable person would demand that, with regard to 
another university, "such as Erlangen or Rostock, because a liberal theology also has its friends 
in Bavaria and Mecklenburg, that a liberal theologian be appointed there immediately in order to 
satisfy an 'urgent need’, or already in order to distribute equal rights for the various directions in 
the Protestant Church of this time. Surely the Conference should see from this that the step it 
took was a most ignominious one. It has thus only given the rationalistic faculties an opportunity 
"to put themselves on the high horse*' and to make a mockery of it. Pointing to the historical 
presentation of Lutheran doctrine, which is also given at Jena, as proved, among other things, 


by Hase's "Hutterus redivivus," the Faculty rejects the reproach, "as if they,” the sons of orthodox 
pastors of Thuringia, "could not also learn Lutheran theology faithfully and deeply at the state 
university." Yes, to prove how much also Jena reveres Luther, the Faculty recalls full of scorn 
and derision: "When we founded the Gustav-Adolph-Association here, it immediately joined this 
Lutheran inclination and celebrates every year in the midst of a large bourgeois circle Luther's 
birthday in the Black Bear, where Luther once in hard times socialized so cheerfully and cordially 
with the Swiss students misjudged as Ulrich von Hitten." The Facultat also recalls: "how the 
learned heads of that" (allegedly Lutheran) "party accused themselves among themselves of 
apostasy from pure doctrine, how the Erlangen Hofmann was accused of apostasy from the 
dogma of vicarious satisfaction, Kahnis of apostasy from the Trinitarian God and some other 
liberalities, even Hengstenberg, who denounced so many as apostates, of apostasy from the 
fundamental doctrine of justification by faith alone." As miserable as this self-justification of the 
faculty is in itself, since it wants to be the theological faculty of the Lutheran Thuringian regional 
church, the formulation and motivation of the petition is nevertheless to blame for the fact that 
the faculty has defended itself with a certain appearance of justification, as has happened. 
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If the members of the Conference did not want to leave their rotten national church (which alone 
would be the right way shown to them by God's Word to save faith and a good conscience), but 
rather tried to reform, they had to do everything in their power to have the rationalistic faculty 
eliminated, instead of directing the ridiculous "most obedient request" to them that they might see 
to the employment of opposing colleagues. In Dr. Luthardt's Kirchenzeitung of August 12 is found 
the wording of both the petition and the answer to it, whereupon the reporter finally remarks: "We 
do not add a word to this answer to our petition about the character, tone, and content of the 
same; everyone may form his own judgment." The speaker evidently felt hereafter how foolishly 
the conference had acted, and that by so doing it had only aided one of the most dangerous 
theological faculties of Germany to its self-aggrandizement, and had exposed before all eyes the 
disgraceful condition in which the faithful pastors in the Thuringian regional church find 
themselves. W. 

“German Faith." In the paper "Unter dem Kreuze" of August 20 we read: In Leipzig a 
Commers was held by the "Association of German Students," at which Professor Luthardt, editor 
of the Evang.-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung, played a leading role. Enthusiastic cheers for the 
Emperor and King opened the celebration. Then Professor Luthardt, in a spirited speech, 
professed his full sympathy with the efforts of the Association, which were described as a vigorous 
national consciousness and a firm Christian faith. Thereupon the following telegram was sent to 
Prince Bismark: "To Your Serene Highness the members of the Association of German Students 
offer a respectful greeting. In loyalty to Kaiser and Reich, we German students will continue to 
stand up for German ways and German customs, German loyalty and German faith." In former 
times, as is well known, the national liberals alone had leased the powerful national 
consciousness. Now the "German students," under the leadership of Professor Luthardt, have 
become their successors, and their national consciousness has developed so powerfully that their 
faith, too, is a "German" one. 

Saxony. As is known, a disciplinary investigation has been initiated against Pastor Dr. 
Sulze in Dresden by the Lutheran State Consistory because of his confirmation classes which 
fundamentally deviated from the teachings of the Lutheran Church. On the basis of remarks made 
by Sulze in confirmation classes about the person of Christ, which had been published in the 
public papers, the Landesconsistorium had asked Sulze for a written discussion of the remarks in 
question. The "Deutsche Protestantenblatt" is now in a position to make the following statements 
about Sulze's answer: 1. Sulze does not need the Ebionite expression "mere man," because he 
considers it to be false. (2) He decidedly emphasizes the true humanity of JEsu; for whoever 
doubts it, would dispense with the following of JEsu and thus with his highest task in life. (3) Sulze 
holds fast the fact that "God was in Christ," because he holds fast Christianity, religion, and faith 
in the kingdom of God. (4) Further, the church could not demand anything of him, and he would 
not allow a servile yoke to be put upon him. Thus reports Luthardt's Kz. of August 19. It now 
remains to be seen what the church government will do in response to this more brazen than 
clever answer from this false prophet. 

W. 

A Voice from the Saxon Regional Church on the Position of our Synod in the Dispute 
over the Doctrine of Grace. - The Saxon Erzgebirge Conferences form a kind of General 
Conference under the name "Hohenstein Conference". The latter met at Hohenstein on July 20 
of this year. The, as it is said, on this day 
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The prevailing "tropical heat" was probably one of the reasons that only 28 pastors and 3 non- 
pastors were present. Father Fullkru8 von Kaufungen, senior of the Muldenthaler Pastoral 
Conference, opened the meetings as chairman with an address on Luk. 5, 1-11. The 
"Sachsische Kirchen- und Schulblatt" (Saxon Church and School Gazette) of August 26 reported 
the following about the subsequent discussions: "Deacon Kaiser spoke about 'the relationship of 
divine presence to human free will in conversion’. Since this topic was set with regard to the 
American doctrinal disputes, the speaker also first presented the difference from over there and 
the course of the disputation of September 1880. He emphasized it that he had taken the 
stronger position, at the same time the agreement with Art. XI. of the Concordia Formula with 
Walther and comrades, without, however, failing to recognize that Walther had not brought the 
question closer to a conclusion insofar as he, too, did not sufficiently address the psychological 
moments that offer a mediation between God's gracious will and man. Nevertheless, in spite of 
the enormous amount of material that had to be packed into a lecture of three quarters of an 
hour, the lecturer was able to emphasize the reasons from Scripture, confession, and his own 
Christian experience of life, which make Walther's standpoint appear not as a stubborn 
insistence on a preconceived opinion, but as a holding out in a strong fortress, from which 
proving even the slightest yielding to the enemy will only be connected with the greatest danger 
for the entire fortress. - The lecture was now followed by two short debates. Oberpfr. Naumann- 
Lichtenstein agreed with the lecture in the assertion that the power of the position rested with 
Walther, but hoped that German theology would one day succeed in mediating in this question, 
which the noblest and strongest spirits have already had to hand over to posterity unsolved. Sup. 
Michael-Chemnitz claimed that this hope had already been fulfilled in part for German theology, 
by pointing to the work of Harles, who in his Ethics had already indicated the points where 
mediation must begin. - We are all the more pleased about the concession made here to the 
position of our Synod, since it comes from a national church whose judgment cannot possibly 
be regarded as partisan. This is new proof for us that if our opponents had not worked from the 
outset to found a party and had not sought to heat it up and incite it against us, if they had rather 
ventilated the dispute that had arisen with us orally and in writing in a fraternal, objective manner, 
sine studio et ira, and without any partisan side thoughts, the dispute would not have had the 
sad outcome that we must now bitterly lament, which we must now bitterly lament, but without 
doubt all, at least all, preachers and laymen who have Christian experience would gradually have 
been convinced that our doctrine, which now sounds strange and new to many, is no other than 
the old doctrine clearly revealed in Scripture and laid down in the confession of our church, and 
our (now unfortunately!) church would have become more and more divided. torn) Church will 
have grown more and more in inner unity and will have built itself more and more gloriously for 
the blessing of this country. But to maintain, govern, and prosper the Church is not our business, 
but the Lord's. He will, we doubt not, gloriously bring out this strife also. Therefore let him who 
loves the truth and Zion pray and fight earnestly and without ceasing. Amen. 
W. 

Saxony. The "Pilger a. Sachsen" of August 7 writes: In the year 1880 the change of 
confession in Saxony has again been greater than in the previous year, for better or for worse. 
On the whole, 383 resigned from the regional church (in the previous year 
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year 333). There were 117 retirements (81 in the previous year). The Irvingians (apostolic 
congregation) received the strongest increase, namely 152; the strength of their growth lies in the 
growing destruction, this indirect prophecy of the approaching end, in their liturgy which falls on 
the senses and pleases them, and in the popularity of their preachers who come from the people 
and are not educated or trained beyond the horizon of the people. Only 11 of them resigned to 
the national church. Then come the Methodists, making propaganda with such disgusting 
dishonesty, to which 93 converted, while only 2 resigned to us. In third place are the Missourians, 
who drew 88 over to themselves, and returned 17 to us. The main motive for conversion here is 
the toleration of false doctrine, which with the others is only in the second place. More than 14 
went to the Roman Catholic Church, and 32 from it to us. 9 Jews joined the national church, and 
36 German Catholics and religious nihilists together; 2 went to the former, and 20 to the latter. 
The Baptists and Templars seem to be on the decline, but the followers of Spiritism, this powerful 
error of recent times, are on the increase. Most of the departures occurred in the ephoriums of 
Chemnitz, Zwickau, Dresden-City. God grant that what the sects resent, and what it is in our 
power to lift up, may be lifted up more and more, so that the resignations will diminish and the 
withdrawals will increase. It is deeply to be deplored that the Synod has omitted to remove the 
resemblance between leaving the church and changing one's clothes, which was offered to it in 
the petition in question. 

Baden. The Grand Ducal Baden Evangelical High Church Council has, as the Luthardt'sche 
Kz. of September 2 writes, published the following decree in its decree sheet of June 1881. The 
Old Lutherans have for some time been gladly acquiring new members, especially in larger cities, 
by presenting to officials, military personnel, and businessmen who have moved from Lutheran 
regional churches, especially in northern Germany, the Old Lutheran separation that exists in 
Baden as the ecclesiastical community that represents the Lutheran Church in our country. This 
is a mistake or a deception. The Old Lutherans in our country have no organic connection with 
any Lutheran communion or authority of the regional church. In their detachment from any orderly 
church, they are a cooperative of their own, which is called a sect for that very reason, while our 
United Evangelical Protestant Regional Church, according to its history, its organization and 
constitution (§ I), forms a part of the Evangelical Church of Germany. It will sometimes be 
advisable to make the new church Lutherans aware of this relationship, so that they do not join in 
good but erroneous faith a community whose existence and religious activities are not recognized 
by any actual Lutheran church." This decree of an unirt-evangelical church authority is indeed 
most naive. Hardly anyone in the world will ask them where he finds the true Lutheran church, 
and conclude from the fact that an ecclesiastical cooperative does not adhere to its unirt 
mishmash church that this cooperative is not genuinely Lutheran. W. 

Norway. In the Leipziger Allg. Kz. of July 22 we read: Ten to fifteen years ago in well 
Lutheran Norway openly manifesting unbelief was still something completely unheard of. This has 
changed completely, especially since the Norwegian poet Bjérnstjerne Bjarnson began in 1869 to 
carry the banner of not only republican liberties, but also, unfortunately, in connection with it, that 
of the open denial of Christ, to his people, who are quick to both good and evil. The matter has 
since then taken such a rapid course that now 
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faith and unbelief are clearly and sharply opposed to each other in Norway, and the latter has 
its open representatives in the widely circulated radical press, among popular orators and among 
men of science. 

Australia. The "Luth. Kirchenbote fir Australien" (Lutheran Church Messenger for 
Australia) of June 8 contains a short article addressed to the editor of the "Christenbote," organ 
of the Unionist Victoria Synod, in which it says, among other things: "We will not leave your 
unjust attacks on Missouri without a reply and will make it clear to you that there is a great 
difference between Missouri and Basel from a confessional point of view. - The paper "Unter 
dem Kreuze" brought in its 12th number of last year a letter of the pastor C. Schuchard to 
Metropolitan Vilmar in Melsunge, which was printed in the Melsunger Missionsblatt. In this letter 
this Schuchard, an ex-lowaer, gives a thoroughly and grossly lying account of the experiences 
which he claims to have had with Missourian pastors, which are supposed to prove that Missouri 
"under the mask of mob rule seeks at the deepest bottom to establish a real parochial rule." In 
relation to this letter, which was readily taken up by the paper "Unter dem Kreuze" to its disgrace, 
"der Luth. Kirchenbote fiir Australien" (the Lutheran Church Messenger for Australia) of May 25 
remarks: "We (the editorial staff of the Church Messenger) have for years studied the Missouri 
doctrine of ministry and church in depth, and must therefore describe the foregoing as a 
shameful distortion and blasphemy of it. The local (Australian) subscribers to the Kreuzblatt will 
do well not to read it without examination and with great caution." - Incidentally, the paper "Unter 
dem Kreuze" has received a very objective refutation of Schuchard's defamatory and lying letter 
by Mr. P. Miller in Kankakee, III, but it has not been taken up by the paper under miserable 
excuses. If these are Hermannsburg fruits, what kind of a tree is Hermannsburg wmigstens 
presently? W. 

End of the world. We find the following in the paper "Unter dem Kreuze" (Under the Cross) 
of August 6: "That the prophecy of the imminent end of the world finds credence in wide circles 
at a time like ours is only too understandable. But the way in which the credulity of the frightened 
people is exploited for swindling is again an eloquent sign of the times. Some time ago a 
pamphlet appeared in the publishing house of the Leipzig bookseller Karl Minde, in which a 
French professor of astronomy allegedly stated that the end of the world would take place on 
August 28. In the circular, which the publisher sent to the distributor, the following was written, 
among other things: "| ask you not to confuse this book by the famous French scholar so and 
so with other works with a similar title. On the basis of his researches the famous astronomer 
proves conclusively and incontrovertibly that the catastrophe of the end of the world must take 
place on August 28th of this year. "| can only deliver in cash; however, you will not incur any risk 
whatsoever even if you purchase a batch of this publication, which will cause a tremendous 
sensation, since | will take back any unsold copies in cash by the end of this year." End of the 
world on August 28, and yet still withdrawal of the booklet until the end of the year, what a 
coulancy! 


Necrological. On the evening of July 8, the senior of the theological faculty, Dr. th. et phil 
Ludwig Friedrich Schoeberlein, full professor of theology, consistorial councillor and abbot of 
Bursfelde, co-director of the practical theological seminary, curator of the orphanage, member 
of the Hanoverian hymnal commission, etc., passed away in Gdttingen after a long period of 
suffering. He was born Sept. 6, 1813 at Colmberg in Bavarian Franconia. As is known, he strove, 
among other things, for a reorganization and revitalization of the church service. 


Doctrine and Defense. 


Volume 27. November 1881. No. 11. 


Explanation in response to a challenge contained in No. 7 of "Old and New". 


The editor of "A. u. N." challenged us in No. 7 of his paper to prove certain 
accusations that had been made against him at the pastoral conference in Chicago. 
In reference to this challenge, we wrote in the May issue of "Lehre und Wehre": "The 
editor of 'A. u. N.', because he insists on it, will receive a more than satisfactory 
answer at the time (the ‘persons concerned’ are not all in St. Louis). ...to the public." 
We now intend to keep this promise. We had originally intended not to give our "L. 
u. W." for the discussion of the point in question. We intended to enclose a few 
sheets of "L. u. W.". However, since according to a new regulation of the post office 
it is forbidden to enclose enclosures that are not paginated consecutively with 
journals for mailing purposes, we are unfortunately forced to use "Lehre und Wehre" 
itself for the following explanation. 

From "A. and N." we insert here the passage in which the demand made of us 
is summarized. There it says, p. 108: "We at the same time urge our accusers to 
explain and substantiate, if they can, the following points in their charges against us: 
1. That we have ‘attempted to fill even church members with suspicion against us 
(Missourians)' (p. 106); 2. "that by evidence, black on white, it could be disproved as 
a falsehood if any one wished to assert that the report of 1879 alone had been the 
occasion of public attack and of the publication of a special paper, or had rendered 
these steps necessary" (p. 110); 3. 'much earlier fei a letter had been written in which 
that other person already solemnly pronounced that he considered it his duty now to 
publicly come out against us' (p. 110); 4. that we 'sought to undermine our (Missouri) 
Synod and to make ourselves (us) a 
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(p. Ill); 5. 'there the letters flew, like in an intelligence-comptoir' (p. Ill); 6. It is just 
pretending when he (we, namely) refers to the report of '79; rather, this was obviously 
his greatest joy and he considered it very convenient for himself to do this, although 
he was not even named, while he had already acted in the most hostile manner 
beforehand; this could be proven, if one wished, with witnesses from our midst' (p. 
Ill); 7th ‘long before this, theses written by the editor of the "A. u. N." had already 
been circulating." had been in circulation, of which quite a number had circulated in 
the synod, indeed, through Jenes' fault it had come about that even members of the 
congregation had known that opponents of that synodal report were there' (p. 115.). 
- By the way, this is indeed a terrible crime - according to New Missouri standards!); 
8. They (we) 'have suspected the doctrine we (Missouri) have set forth, and have 
sought to recruit party members everywhere,’ as 'when people go about the city with 
a fuse to set it on fire’ (p. 115)." 

We first seek to bring some order into the 8 points enumerated. 2. 3. 6. 
obviously belong under one heading and fall together. Whoever has proved one of 
these points has proved all of them. 1. and 7 b. are taken from "A. and N." 
themselves. Schmidt, after all, moques about it, if we find it unseemly that he let his 
dissent be heard before members of the congregation (e.g., before the "Hauswirth" 
in Milwaukee) before private negotiations had proved unsuccessful. 4. 5. 8. refer to 
propagandizing before one had gone the God-ordained way of raising the difference. 
7 a. relates to the circulation of theses and antitheses written by S. and may be 
settled at once. It had been said in Chicago that "quite a number" of these theses 
had circulated in the Synod. S. says he sent out only eight copies. Thus enough is 
conceded. 

At the Chicago conference, the opponents (minutes, p. 110) stated: "This direct 
reference (to the opponents, in the report of '79) was the cause of the public 
appearance. The truth of this assertion was denied by our side; Prof. S. had already 
dealt earlier with the idea of starting the fight publicly. For this S. now demands proof. 
Here is the proof: the Synodal Report of the Western District 1879 appeared at the 
end of November. But already on July 7, 1879, Prof. S. wrote to President Schwan: 
"If, however, | should not be taught better, and if Gegentheil should not respond to 
any correction of his standpoint, then | recognize it as my indispensable duty to go 
public with an exposition of my dissent." There is no need to add anything further. 

Before we now briefly discuss the remaining points, we must first address 
something else. The following is what we were referring to, 
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If we implied in the May issue that we would, once forced to do so, prove more to 
Prof. S. than he would want to have proven. At the same time, it will now become 
clear to the reader how we judge and must judge some of Prof. S.'s speeches and 
actions differently than those who are far away. We were convinced, and still are 
convinced, that what actually and first of all moved Prof. S. to fight against us was 
not conscientiousness, but the annoyance that he was not elected professor in St. 
Louis by the Synod of Delegates in 1878. We know very well that we are making an 
extremely serious accusation, the most serious accusation that can ever be made 
against a Christian and a Christian theologian. We are only making this accusation 
because we have been asked to explain the personal side of the dispute. Otherwise 
we would have kept silent. We now want to explain our accusation in more detail and 
give brief reasons for it. 

When we say that Prof. S. was not originally driven into the struggle by 
conscience, but by personal injury, we do not mean to say that before the Synod of 
Delegates, May 1878, S. never had and expressed doubts about the correctness of 
our doctrine of election by grace. But these misgivings did not tip the balance with 
him, as S. now persuades himself and others. This is clear from the following: S. now 
claims that he clearly recognized by the report of '77 that Missouri had fallen into 
Calvinist error. But the Western District report of 1877 appeared in mid-December of 
that year. Two months later, in mid-February 1878, Prof. S. made the following 
proposal to a Norwegian pastoral conference in Milwaukee: "1. the Preaching 
Conference of the Eastern District as such renounces the position of opposition to 
the Missouri Synod and its well-known theological standpoint, which, as one 
unfortunately sees, has been taken and is defended by some within the Conference. 
The Conference expresses its protest against this opposition, a. because this 
opposition in general to the Missouri Synod rejects the strict and unshakable 
adherence to the true, biblical Lutheran unity and purity of doctrine, which is peculiar 
to it in relation to many other so-called Lutherans, in sharp contrast to the liberalism, 
indifferentism, and open-question theories of the present time, even among so-called 
Lutheran theologians; b. because this opposition in particular to the Missouri Synod 
rejects the strict and unshakable adherence to the true, biblical Lutheran unity and 
purity of doctrine, which is peculiar to it in relation to many other so-called Lutherans. 
because this opposition, especially to the Missouri Synod, on the one hand censures 
as one-sidedness and obliquity what in reality are precisely the main elements of its 
confessional Lutheran position, and on the other hand does not refrain from making 
against the Missouri Synod the same crude, untrue, and shameful accusations and 
slanderous statements that have been made against its 
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3. The Conference expresses its regret that even one of the teachers in our seminary 
has taken such a loose and dangerous position in our pure Lutheran church as in 
these days. The Conference expresses its regret that even one of the teachers at 
our Seminary has taken such a loose position, dangerous to our pure Lutheran 
Church and our faith, as has been expressed in recent days in Prof. Asperheim's 
attack on the Missouri Synod, and declares it to be its opinion that such a school of 
thought, deviating from and contending against the ecclesiastical position hitherto 
taken by the Synod, must not be tolerated in any of the teachers of our Synod. The 
Conference therefore requests the President of the Synod to take the necessary 
official steps immediately to negotiate with Prof. Asperheim, so that he may be 
convinced, if possible, of the incorrectness and danger of his pronounced position; 
but if this should not succeed, to take the further steps, according to the situation, 
which Christian wisdom and love, combined with true fidelity to the truth and the 
interests of our orthodox Church, demand. 

Two full months after the publication of the '77 report, S. thus does not accuse 
the Missouri Synod of "crypto-Calvinism", but gives it the testimony that it steadfastly 
adheres "to the true biblical Lutheran unity and purity of doctrine". But S. says he did 
not read the 1877 report until immediately after the Milwaukee Conference. Well, let 
us assume this (though we believe that S.'s chronology here has become confused)! 
So S. read the 77 report at the end of February or beginning of March 1878 and 
claims to have come to the clear recognition of the Missourian "cryptocalvinism" 
through it. From this time the clear recognition is said to date that "nothing other than 
a predestinatian particularism of eternal love is set up as the doctrine of the Missouri 
Synod.) But still on May 7, 1878, i.e. 9-10 weeks later, S. writes from a postcard to 
Praeses Wunder, who went to St. Louis as a member of a pre-committee a few days 
before the Synod of Delegates ('78). The following: "L. W. Since | have heard in 
Watertown at Strasen (or at Allwardt) that |am being approached for the 'vacant' (?) 
English professorship or even the other systematic one - and whereas Pastor Koren 
will probably use all his powers to thwart my appointment - | wanted to inform you, 
in case it could be of any importance, that Pastor Tressel informs me in a letter 
received yesterday that the Committee of the Ohio Synod has decided, in the event 
that the Seminary Union remains without existence, to recommand me to Columbus, 
which appointment | would hardly be able to refuse. For my own part, | do not wish 
that the Missourians should look to the Norwegians. 


*) S.'s letter to a member of the St. Louis faculty of Jan. 2, 1879. 
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and | have to go to Columbus after all. If, of course, the Missourians could not use 
me either way, it is quite enough for me as it is. F. A. Schmidt." The content of this 
letter, as everyone can see, is this: S. makes himself available for a professorship at 
the seminary in St. Louis. He has no hesitation in going to St. Louis if the 
"Missourians" will only have him. He would prefer a professorship in St. Louis not 
only to his position in Madison, but even to a prospective professorship with the 
Ohioans (cf. "and then | must go to Columbus after all"). And the man who writes this 
wants to have recognized at that time already for two months (we reckon according 
to S.'s own statements) clearly that "however nothing else than a predestinatian 
particularism of eternal love is set up as doctrine of the Missouri Synod." S. would 
have to be a breadwinner of the most miserable kind if he had clearly recognized 
from our synodal report that a fundamental error was being taught here, and yet not 
only desired a theological professorship here, but also preferred this position to other 
positions. He would have had to reject a professorship with us tooth and nail if it had 
been offered to him. 

The matter stands thus: S. did not come to the conclusion that we are "crypto- 
Calvinists" who had to be fought by him (S.) through the doctrine of election by grace, 
which was known to us in the 77 Report. After all, he himself was a member of the 
theological faculty in St. Louis, for example, when it published an article on the 
doctrine of election in 1873, from which one now wants to get the main evidence for 
our alleged Calvinism. He himself wrote in "Lehre und Wehre" 1874 p. 39: "Let no 
one be surprised that we have so seriously opposed the theory of so-called self- 
decision, as expounded and defended by Prof. G. Fritschel in Brobst's Monatshefte, 
since by this doctrine the miraculous work of conversion is 'in the last analysis' taken 
out of God's hand and placed in the hand of man, and thus stripped of its actual 
mystery. To flatten the impenetrable mystery of conversion and election by 
prudential speculation means here, in the last analysis, as with all the mysteries of 
God, nothing more and nothing less than to demonstrate away the mystery as such. 
But we want to hold fast 'the mystery of faith' emphatically in this point, too - 'so that 


we may not be overtaken by Satan’." Of course, S. may already have inwardly 
wavered at times whether the intuitu fidei or the doctrine of the Concordia Formula 
of Election was Scriptural; he may also have been in doubt when he read 


*) Underlined by S. himself. 
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of the '77 Report that he felt he had to object to. But that he did not find "crypto- 
Calvinism" here is clear from the fact that, after reading the '77 Report carefully, he 
still desired a theological professorship in St. Louis and even took steps to obtain it. 

This is what happened to S.: Because he was not elected theological professor 
by the Synod of Delegates (1878), he became inwardly embittered against the 
Missouri Synod and especially against the men whom he believed had prevented 
his election. Now he looked again at the '77 report. And what had before seemed to 
him questionable took on the form of heresy in his soul. What he had previously been 
able to put together with other authorities, he could not now interpret according to 
love and fairness. In the fall of 1878 S.'s Madison colleagues could hear many bitter 
complaints about the "terrorism" that Dr. Walther was practicing in St. Louis and by 
which his (S.'s) candidacy was also prevented. He would now also no longer fight 
for Missouri against lowa, since Missouri had declared him unworthy to be 
theological professor by not even putting him up as a candidate. 

Alas, that is how it is! Fact: the proximate cause of the present doctrinal 
controversy was not distress of conscience, but personal displeasure. We would in 
all probability have no scandalous controversy over the doctrine of election by grace 
if Prof. S. of Madison had been elected theological professor at St. Louis in 1878. 
Hereby we do not at all assert that S. does not now consider himself bound in his 
conscience to contend against us as leading false doctrine; we do not mean, 
therefore, that S. now writes everything he writes against his conscience. There is 
not only a right conscience, informed by God's Word, but also a false one, ruled by 
error and passions. Driven by such a false conscience, he now attacks us as 
enemies of the Lutheran Church. This false conscience, however, is the reward of 
injustice for letting personal matters become the deciding factor in God's holy affairs. 

We believe that Prof. S. has never given himself a proper account of how he 
actually came to be in opposition to us. He is still doing so now. The facts we have 
communicated, which he must accept as true, can give him the necessary external 
guidance. He could still make up for much of the damage he has done. He will now 
also admit to us that we must judge his actions differently than others who were not 
aware of the things mentioned. We would have been simply untrue in our judgment 
if we had wanted to attribute his actions to selfless zeal for the preservation of pure 
doctrine. 
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After these disputes, it will be hard to ask us for any specific proof of point 4. 
5. 8. namely, any specific proof that S. was zealous in his efforts to recruit party 
members and undermine the Missouri Synod. The same may be reminded here of 
but one thing. At the Synod of our Northwestern District in June '79, President 
Schwan himself saw and heard from others how Prof. S. agitated against the 77 
Report. President S. confronted him about it and warned him not to give room to his 
passion. He was upset against the Missouri Synod and therefore had urgent cause 
to take care of himself. Man's anger does not do what is right in the sight of God. S. 
continued by pointing out what relegation he had experienced through his non- 
appointment as a candidate for a theological professorship.”) 

In S.'s account in No. 7 of "A. u. N." there are still a few incorrectnesses. Thus 
it says on page 105: "Moved by the persuasion of a member of the Missouri Synod, 
we now first addressed a lengthy letter to Dr. Walther around New Year's Day 1879, 
in which we openly expressed our dissent and gave our reasons for it in detail... . 
But we did not receive a single reply to our letter. Only Prof. Schaller, who wrote to 
us in another matter, briefly remarked that the faculty had read our letter together, 
nothing more. When now about 8 weeks had passed and still no answer came, we 
could not help thinking that the matter really stood as we had always suspected it 
would stand." This is quite incorrect. S.'s longer letter to Dr. Walther arrived in St. 
Louis on January 4 or 5, 1879. This letter, according to S.'s account, is said to have 
remained entirely unanswered. Now, however, we have a letter from S. dated 
February 12, in which he confesses that he received a letter from Dr. Walther on 
February 6, that is, after about 4 weeks. So what is S.'s assertion supposed to mean: 
"When now about 8 weeks had passed and still no answer came" ? 

But enough of this! We have already closed this sad chapter 


*) In July 1878 the Synodal Conference was assembled at Fort Wayne and Prof. S. was 
present as a delegate of the Norwegian Synod. As usual, persons were appointed by the 
Conference to examine the Synodal Reports of the various Synods or Districts of the same for 
doctrine and to report to the Conference. Regarding the report of our Western District of 1877, it 
was reported to the Conference that it contained "splendid negotiations about the election of 
grace. (Cf. Verhandl. der Synodal - Conferenz 1878 p. 67.) If Prof. S. had already recognized 4- 
5 months ago that in this report "nothing but a predestinatian particularism of eternal love" was 
being taught, and if he had to assert his objection in an orderly way, how could he remain silent 
here? Was he not obliged to vote against the acceptance of the report? 
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A lot of space devoted. The doctrinal controversy is there. Those who are familiar 
with church history know that many a doctrinal controversy was initially caused by 
personal matters. But even such controversies have, by the grace of God, served to 
bring the children of God to a more lively knowledge of the truth. This fruit has 
already been borne in many places by the present controversy, which is evidently 
drawing to a close in this country. 

F. P. on behalf of the editorial staff. 


The natural man hears nothing of the Spirit of God; it is foolishness to him, 
and he cannot know it, for it must be spiritually directed. 


The foregoing word of Scripture says that the natural, unconverted man neither 
understands nor comprehends the divine mysteries revealed to us by the Holy Spirit; 
that he rather considers them foolishness, because upon closer reflection he 
encounters all kinds of impulses and contradictions, which he can never balance or 
eliminate with his natural, carnal reason. Rather, as St. Paul testifies in the above 
passage (1 Corinthians 2:14), man must first be grasped by the Spirit of God, be 
enlightened and born again, if he wants to rightly recognize and judge divine, 
heavenly things. It must be spiritually directed. And only the spiritual man (1 Cor. 2, 
15) can judge everything spiritually. 

This truth is confirmed wherever the natural mind of man comes into conflict 
with any particular teaching of the Scriptures. Not all who dispute this or that 
revealed doctrine and advocate some false doctrine have therefore already lost their 
faith and their birth from God, if the error is not a primary fundamental one and the 
contradiction does not completely violate one's own better knowledge and 
conscience; yet every false doctrine and lie flows from natural, carnal reason, which 
sets itself up as a judge and takes offense at divine foolishness. In the play in which 
they err, even otherwise believing Christians speak as natural men. For example, a 
reformed Christian who still believes with all his heart in the Savior Jesus Christ, but 
denies the presence of the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper, is 
unbelieving on this latter point, and is guided by the false, deceitful light of corrupt 
natural reason. A spiritual sense and understanding are necessary for the evaluation 
of the teaching and revelation of God. Only he who is enlightened by the Spirit of 
God sees and makes the right judgment. Only a spiritual man, who has experienced 
in his heart what he believes and confesses, judges rightly and spiritually. 

We can also apply the canon just mentioned to the present 
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Doctrinal Dispute. Far be it from us to apply to our present opponents the word which 
a former friend and present enemy of Missouri (Pastor Hérger in Bavaria) applies to 
us: "They are men of broken minds, unfit for the faith" (2 Tim. 3:8). But this much we 
rightly assert, that our opponents, with all that they oppose to the pure doctrine of 
election by grace, which we defend, deny the light of the Holy Spirit, that they teach, 
speak, write out of the flesh, out of carnal reason. The right doctrine of predestination 
testifies itself in the heart and conscience of a Christian man. And only he who has 
experienced something inwardly and has heard from the Spirit of God will speak and 
judge rightly. 

He who judges spiritually judges according to the standard of the divine word, 
listens to the words of the Holy Spirit, and believes the Scriptures in spite of the 
secret contradiction of his own reason. What the Scriptures teach concerning the 
election of grace, what doctrine, what judgment is scriptural and therefore spiritual, 
has already been sufficiently discussed. For this time we will turn our attention to 
another point. Every doctrine of Scripture, and therefore also the doctrine of election 
by grace, affects the heart and conscience. As wrong as it is to want to construct the 
system of Christian truth and each individual article out of Christian consciousness 
in the manner of the newer "scientific" theology, as certainly as the written word is 
not only the norm but also the source of Christian knowledge, so indispensable for a 
Christian, especially for a Christian theologian, is the need to reflect on the effect 
which every doctrine presented by Scripture has on the heart and conscience. So let 
us now reflect for a little while on how finely the scriptural doctrine of the election of 
grace corresponds to the consciousness, the spiritual experience of a Christian, 
while Christian feeling and conscience perhorse the doctrine of our opponents, which 
is drawn from natural reason. 

We speak and teach of the election of grace as the Scriptures speak and 
teach, and as the confession teaches according to the Scriptures. The Scriptures 
teach this doctrine in such a way that they immediately turn it to the comfort of 
Christians. It speaks to Christians as the elect, and shows them what they ought to 
think of their gracious election, and what they ought to thank God for. Where, on the 
other hand, Scripture once (Rom. 9-11.) discusses more objectively the difference 
between the elect and the non-elect, it expressly cuts off from the outset all 
objections of natural reason and demands of Christians that they faithfully and 
humbly submit to the unsearchable, divine mystery. And what we now teach our 
Christians from Scripture concerning the election of grace is, in brief, as follows: God 
has from eternity, according to the good pleasure of his will, out of pure mercy, for 
the sake of the merit of Christ, chosen you, 
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God has not seen or considered anything good in us that would have moved him to 
choose us, but rather God has decided from eternity to work all good even in us 
sinners, to convert us, to sanctify us, to keep us in the faith, and thus to make us 
blessed through faith. Our opponents, however, hold the following doctrine: God first 
saw in certain persons from eternity the faith to which they would come in 
consequence of their conduct and also remain in the same, and then in view of such 
faith destined these very persons to salvation. And it is not difficult to see that this 
latter doctrine is a product of natural reason and contradicts the Christian's 
consciousness of faith, while our doctrine, taken from Scripture, is and remains 
foolishness to the natural man, but harmonizes with the spiritual experience of a 
Christian man. 

Natural, carnal reason concludes just as our opponents conclude and teach. 
Their logic, then, is. God wants all men to be helped. God's grace is universal and 
the same for all sinners. Now it is a fact that only a part of sinful men are saved, 
while the greater part are damned. This does not happen by chance, but is based 
on an eternal divine plan. But since in God, in God's grace, there is no distinction, 
there remains only the possibility that God has seen a distinction in sinners from 
eternity. He foresaw who would accept his general grace, or who would reject it; who 
would believe, and who would not. And as unbelief is the rule of rejection, so faith is 
the rule of election. The faith which he foresaw in certain persons, moved him to 
decree those very persons to blessedness. By all reasonable logic, on this theory, 
faith is reckoned to man, and to man alone. God judges Himself by the faith He finds 
in man. Now, in order to cover up to some extent the glaring contradiction between 
the statement of reason, "faith is man's achievement," and the statement of 
Scripture, "faith is God's work," our opponents, when they come to speak of this 
punctum saliens, set forth what act in man, what doings, conduct, or sufferings of man 
are responsible for his eternal weal or woe, and thus also for God's eternal counsel, 
instead of the term "faith," which forms the keyword in their definition of the election 
of grace, they use other names and titles, and fall back on the assertion that some 
men resist the offered grace, others do not; And that non-resistance, the refraining 
from willful resistance, is the precondition of election, and lies in the will, in the choice 
of man. Reason may turn and squirm, and make light of the matter. 
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It must, if it does not want to deny itself, vindicate man's potestas non resistendi, the 
faculty of non-resistance, as an inalienable right. It is utterly impossible for reason to 
bend entirely under the shibboleth of faith, "Not of its own reason and power." Our 
opponents, who now rationalize in this article, have only the choice either of openly 
acknowledging this demand for reason, or of renouncing all rational thought and 
covering up this consequence of reason, which is suspect among Christians, with 
meaningless, meaningless phrases. According to the logic of reason, a believing 
Christian must therefore calculate: "It is well true that | owe my blessedness to the 
grace of God. | also need the constant assistance of grace. But the fact that God has 
chosen me by grace to eternal salvation (if | belong to the elect) is precisely because 
God knew in advance that | would yield to his grace, that | would not resist his gospel 
as defiantly as others who perish. | have allowed grace. But | will now be 
magnanimous, and will not take into account this infinitesimal glory and share which 
| have in this transaction, but rather give all the glory to the grace of God, and still 
say, "By grace alone," since grace has done the most, the greatest, and the most 
difficult thing. 

But every truly believing Christian heart protests against such thoughts. He 
who has really heard something of the Spirit of God and can judge spiritually, judges 
quite differently. A Christian who has experienced the grace of God in his inner being 
thinks and speaks to himself in this way: "By grace, by grace alone will | be saved. 
By grace alone, for Christ's sake, according to God's counsel and will, | shall be 
saved. And if in the counsel and work of God's grace only something of my own merit 
or ability, doing or not doing, is interwoven, the comfort, "By grace alone," is gone. If 
grace does not decide, work, and perform everything itself and alone, then it is not 
grace. It is by grace alone that | am saved, and that | shall be saved, through faith. 
But the fact that | believe and no longer resist God's grace, but rejoice and take 
comfort in it, is all God's grace. God has truly seen no good in me. Even now, after | 
am converted by God's grace, | still feel and sense the flesh. This is my daily plague 
and complaint, that not only do the lusts and desires of the flesh stir within me, but 
that the mind and will of the flesh, which is enmity against God, rebels against God's 
word, and not only against the law of God, but against the very gospel, against the 
grace of God. This is my own nature, this is the power and wickedness of my nature, 
to resist God and grace. Often, just when | want to be quite pious and devout, 
suddenly the displeasure and opposition of my defiant heart rises up. That | 
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Now that | nevertheless believe and am devoted to my God and Savior in spite of my 
reluctant flesh, it is a miracle of God's grace. God's hand and Spirit have come upon 
me and have quelled opposition and reluctance, and have given me a new mind, 
courage, and will that delights and delights in God and his word. And it is grace that 
nourishes and upholds faith, love, obedience, and keeps the reluctance of the natural 
heart in check. Of myself | can only resist and contradict. Truly, if God has chosen to 
salvation those, and only those, who do not resist his grace, who are of such a nature, 
mind, and disposition that they allow his grace, yield to it, and submit, | am not one 
of the elect. For this mind, this manner, this disposition, | do not find in myself. Truly, 
if my blessedness and election are built on my compliance, docility, and goodness, 
they are built on sand; then | must despair of my election and blessedness. How? 
God should have seen something good, just a fine, better vein, some inclination or 
disposition to believe and obey in me? Not so. There cries and sighs my heart and 
conscience: Oh no, no! The opposite is the case. God has deceived himself. And his 
eternal counsel, which intended blessedness for me, is based on deception. But no, 
praise God, the matter is otherwise. God's grace has overcome me, my heart, the 
contradiction of my heart. God's grace also continues this its work, and has kept me 
in the right faith to this very hour, and has kept down my reluctance, my disobedience 
daily, hourly. So | also have confidence in God's grace that it will carry out its work in 
me victoriously to the end, in spite of my evil, resisting, defiant heart. | have already 
experienced enough what grace can do. Yes, the grace of God is serious about me! 
It has faithfully accompanied me on all my ways, brought me back from many a stray 
path, removed and conquered so many obstacles and impediments. | realize it well, 
it is the serious will of my God to make me, especially me, blessed. This is his 
purpose from the beginning. The whole conduct of my life proves it. It is his firm 
counsel and will to keep me in the faith and to give me the end of faith, the salvation 
of the soul. This is his eternal counsel and will. It remains immovable, even if | still 
waver unsteadily to and fro. | look away from myself completely and trust in his 
eternal grace, which was given to me before the foundation of the world in Christ 
Jesus, his eternal election. From eternity God hath ordained me in Christ to eternal 
life, and hath marked me in his hand. Therefore, when | was in my sins, he met me, 
and lifted me up out of the dust, and set my feet in the way of peace; and he will not 
rest nor move, but until he have determined his eternal counsel and purpose for the 
last time. 
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and goal, and hath received my soul into the everlasting tabernacles, and there hath 
made it safe. And so | praise the grace of the Lord, which endures from eternity to 
eternity and has done so great things for me, the poor. And when reason stands in 
the way of my trust and faith, and persuades me, "Yes, but the grace of God in Christ 
is universal according to the Scriptures, and extends to all sinners. If then grace does 
all things in and for the sinner alone, why does it not do its work for all sinners?" | 
reject such angry thoughts and say, "What do | care about others now? What do | 
care if | cannot answer all questions? | do not demand at all. To know everything. | 
am content to know that God's grace to me has not been in vain, and that what is 
good in me has worked all alone. Therefore | shut my ears to all the whisperings of 
reason, and drown them out with all the louder, fuller praise and glory of grace, the 
eternal grace of God in Christ, which has prepared for me my blessedness and 
everything, everything that belongs to it, from eternity and made it sure once for all. 
Cursed be he that hinders and stops this confession of faith: "To him, to him alone, 
be the glory!" 

Natural reason also seeks to prove that God has chosen these persons to 
salvation in view of the faith, conduct, and non-resistance that his omniscient eyes 
perceived and discovered in advance in the hearts of certain persons, from the 
contrast, from the fact that God rejected the others because of their unbelief, in view 
of their persistent resistance. Our opponents never tire of accusing us of 
inconsistency and unreason, because we do not acknowledge this clear logical 
conclusion, "If unbelief is the ground of rejection, faith is the ground of election," and 
instead form this oblique antithesis, "God, for the sake of Christ, out of a vain mercy, 
hath chosen us to faith and blessedness; conversely, hath rejected others for the 
sake of their unbelief." We admit that natural reason cannot judge otherwise than that 
this is a false, illogical antithesis. But he who has learned to judge spiritually sees 
something deeper. It is just this illogical antithesis, "God's grace" and "our unbelief," 
"faith the work of grace and the fruit of election" and "unbelief the cause of rejection," 
that is inscribed in the heart and conscience of a Christian man. This sentence is a 
sentence of experience which all theorizing of reason cannot overthrow. From the 
deepest depths of the soul of a Christian man, praise and thanksgiving rise 
unceasingly, thanksgiving for the grace, the eternal grace of God, to which he owes 
all that he is and has, faith and blessedness. On the other hand, a Christian trembles 
and shakes at the thought that he might lose grace, fall away from faith, miss the 
eternal treasure. And that is why this thought is so dreadful to him, because he 
probably 
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If a man feels that it is his own fault, God himself would hold him responsible for 
eternity if he were to lose the salvation that has been granted to him by grace alone 
and is preserved by God's power and might. It is a wonderful truth that salvation is 
won and preserved by God's grace alone; but if man loses it, he himself, not grace, 
is to blame. But this truth proves itself in the Christian conscience, which ascribes 
everything good to God, and everything bad and evil to itself. We preachers also 
practice according to this illogical rule in our office and profession. By proclaiming 
and extolling the grace of God, we seek to win the souls entrusted to us and to 
strengthen them in the faith. Our aim and endeavor is that they may only rightly 
recognize and praise the grace of God in Christ. We also exhort them with the mercy 
of God to all good and to fight against sin. But if a soul defies and contradicts, and is 
obstinate against all enticements and admonitions, we testify to it: You have brought 
misfortune upon yourself; you desire and love your own destruction; | lay the blame 
upon your head. You must do penance, and you will accuse and condemn yourself 
for all eternity. 

A believing Christian takes comfort in the grace, even the eternal grace of God, 
and if he ever wants to be mistaken about his election and blessedness, he reaches 
for the gospel and recognizes his gracious election from the gracious promises of 
the gospel. Now here our opponents begin to sneer and amuse themselves that we 
are trying to comfort ourselves with a gross "fallacy." They boldly assert, confident of 
victory, that surely we must not infer from the promises of the gospel, which are 
general in their nature, to the election of grace, which is particular. From the fact that 
God loves the whole world and wants to make all men blessed, it is impossible to 
conclude that one belongs to the elect, of whom there are but few. Natural reason, 
which reckons with truths of faith as with arithmetical numbers and magnitudes, 
cannot judge otherwise. But he who has learned to judge spiritually, and has 
experienced the strong comfort of the gospel in his heart, understands the word of 
Scripture, that God has called to the grace of election through the gospel (2 Thess. 
2:13, 14), and that he should therefore seek his eternal election in the gospel. A 
believing Christian takes before him the general promises of grace in the gospel, e. 
g. John 3:16, and draws from them the following godly thoughts. God loved the whole 
world. God wants all men to be helped. Now | undoubtedly belong to the world, | am 
one of them all. So | know for certain that | shall also inherit eternal life and be saved. 


Faith relates the general promises of the gospel to one's own person n individuo. This 
is the essence of faith, that it should, as it were, make the general grace 
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concret, individual. A believing Christian hears in the Gospel God, the personal God, 
speaking with himself, receives and interprets the words of God as if they applied to 
him, to him exclusively. And so he sees his own name inscribed in the Gospel, in 
Christ, the book of life, and says to himself: | too shall be saved, | too inherit eternal 
life, yes, | already have eternal life, | belong to the number of the elect who will one 
day praise the great, abundant grace of God in eternity, as surely as God's word and 
promise is truth and cannot lie and deceive. A believing Christian, who desires 
comfort, immerses himself in such words as Joh. 3, 16, and looks deeper and deeper 
into this great mystery of God's love, until the light becomes brighter and brighter and 
he recognizes God's eternal mercy, which is directed towards his person, until he 
sees his crown, which is meant for him from eternity, shining in the radiance of God's 
love. O woe to the poor, to whom this blessed knowledge begins to darken, who, 
through the deceptive light of reason, allow themselves to be turned away not only 
from the consoling doctrine of the election of grace, but precisely from the true 
consolation of the general promises of grace in the Gospel. 

A Christian boasts of grace, the eternal grace of God, which is assured to him, 
to himself in individuo; he is, by faith in the gospel, certain of his blessedness and 
election. Faith carries such joyfulness and assurance in itself, or it would cease to be 
faith. A believing Christian not only acknowledges the objective Canon, "He that 
believeth shall be saved," and draws from it the rational conclusion, "So if | believe, 
and persevere in the faith, | shall certainly, infallibly be saved." No, faith does not 
reckon in this way with "ifs" and "buts." He that believeth with his heart, believeth the 
word, is joyfully assured of that very thing, that God's grace will sustain him in faith, 
and through faith make him blessed. This saying, "If | believe and persevere in faith, 
| shall be saved," as a subjective confession of faith, is the spawn of doubt, of unbelief. 
He who believes by God's grace, and has applied to himself in faith God's word and 
all the contents of it, says, | shall be saved; | have been chosen to blessedness. Every 
believing Christian, who in and with faith has already appropriated Christ and eternal 
life to himself, says with St. Paul: "lam sure that neither death nor life, neither angels 
nor principalities ... shall be able to separate us from the love of God which is in Christ 
our Lord." So we Christians are certain that no power of earth or hell can separate us 
from the love of God, from Christ Jesus; in other words, that nothing can turn us away 
from our faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, and thus rob us of our jewels. But of course it 
is and remains a certainty of faith that 
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It is a certainty that is inherent in the believing subject, a certainty that is proper only 
to faith, to true faith, that stands and falls with faith, and that therefore also 
disappears as soon as the light of reason has displaced the light of faith. Faith and 
reason are in this very point directly opposed to each other. Faith is certain of its 
cause, of its goal. Reason doubts. Therefore a believing Christian can never justify 
to reason what is in him, his hope, his joy, his joyful certainty. But he has no need 
of it either. He rejects all the objections of reason with the consciousness that this 
is the foolishness of the world, which hears nothing, nothing of the spirit of God, and 
which therefore is utterly incapable of understanding and appreciating the reasons 
on which faith bases its cause. When, therefore, reason challenges our certainty of 
faith with the objection, "But remember, there are those who believe in time, those 
who believe in time! Are they also sure of their blessedness? Then they believe a 
lie"; then we say: "Depart from me, Satan, thou art vexatious to me! | know well what 
thou art up to: thou wouldst rob me of my faith, my certainty. What do | care now 
about those who believe in time! God wants me to believe and be saved; God's 
word tells me: "No one can snatch my sheep out of my hand. This | accept; this | 
abide by." But the cunning reason, that wicked adversary, returns and calls out to 
us, "Yes, but it is written in the Scriptures that there are temporal believers! So you 
too can still fall away and become reprobate! Beware of safety!" But faith is not 
misled; it stands by its words and says: "Yes, | Know that there are and have been 
those who believe in the times. And it is quite right that Scripture should hold up 
such examples to us as a warning. But well, then, in this piece of Scripture | also 
take warning, and pray God to keep me from apostasy, and to strengthen my faith; 
and | am sure that such a petition is acceptable to him and heard!" Blessed are all 
who can see and judge spiritually, who have a firm and certain heart! This is by 
grace. Woe to those who undermine the certainty of faith with the faith of the 
temporal believers, with the miserable doubts and foolishness of carnal reason! 
Beware lest reason turn your faith into the faith of the age. 

Finally, the so-called common sense, that is, blind reason, denies the 
comforting doctrine of election by grace and the certainty of election and salvation 
with the pious argument that God has commanded us to establish our salvation with 
fear and trembling, to make our election firm by good works. Such exhortations are 
incomprehensible, even futile, when election and salvation are undoubtedly certain 
for a Christian. Whoever has some understanding of the opposition between the law 
and the gospel, between the flesh and the spirit? 
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If aman has experienced this in his heart and conscience, he also unites these two 
extremes in his Christian experience, in his Christian change, which reason, of 
course, can never bring together: While he is still flesh, he listens to the law, and 
watches, pleads, prays, struggles, and fights, that he may not lose what he has; but 
while he is above all spirit, he takes comfort in the gospel, and is sure that God's 
grace will carry out its work victoriously against flesh, sin, and devil, to the end. He 
who does not grasp and understand how this is meant, who contradicts this general 
Christian experience, only proves that he has forgotten the difference between law 
and gospel, between flesh and spirit, and has gone dangerously astray. 

Would that our opponents would recognize that with their rationalizing 
objections against the scriptural doctrine of the election of grace they have basically 
only given ear and expression to the old serpent, and have not allowed themselves 
to be completely displaced by the simplicity that is in Christ! But we will not cease to 
thank God for the blessed, refreshing light of the right knowledge of this blessed 
mystery, and to beseech him to keep us firm also in this article of eternal truth, and 
to let us ever more abundantly experience the power and consolation of it in our 
hearts! G. St. 
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Tranclatad hv A Cramar 


(Continued instead of ending.) 


But Eph. 1, 4. says: "As he hath chosen us in Christ before the foundation of 
the world was laid." Yes, it simply says that election happened in Christ. Apart from 
Christ there is no election. Election has its ground in Christ, *) just as it is said in the 
preceding verse that all spiritual blessings with which God has blessed us have their 
ground in Christ. But where does it say in this passage that God was moved to elect 
because he foresaw that they would remain constant in the faith? This is interpolated, 
and the grammatical connection of the words admits of no such explanation. 

But 2 Thess. 2:13. saith, "God hath chosen you from the beginning unto 
salvation, in sanctification of the Spirit, and in the faith of the truth." But in this 
passage it does not say that God chose you from the beginning. 


1) Luther's translation "through Christ" (in such a way that election is mediated through 
him) basically comes to the same thing. 


518Lecture on the election of grace 


to blessedness, foreseeing that ye should abide continually in the sanctification of 
the Spirit, and in the faith of the truth; nor, that ye should be in the sanctification of 
the Spirit, and in the faith of the truth; but simply, "in the sanctification of the Spirit, 
and in the faith of the truth." Here, then, the way or manner is stated. Your election 
was not without by sanctification of the Spirit and faith of the truth. For God leads his 
elect to blessedness by no other way than the general way of salvation, 
"Sanctification of the Spirit and faith of the truth." 

Jac. 2, 5. is also used as a proof for the other form of teaching. But in both the 
old and the new (Norwegian) Bible translation it reads thus: "Hath not God chosen 
them that are poor in this world, that they should abound in faith, and be heirs of the 
kingdom, which he hath promised to them that love him?" How is it proper to 
paraphrase this passage thus: of whom he foreknew that they should abide rich in 
faith continually? In addition to this, it is expressly said in Apost. 13:48, "And 
believed, as many as were ordained unto eternal life. "*) Further, 1 Pet. 1:2, "He 
chose us to obedience (that is, the obedience of faith), and to sprinkling of the blood 
of Jesus Christ." Further, Eph. 1, 5. "And hath ordained us to filial adoption unto 
himself." 

But though | do not find that the other form of doctrine can be proved by a 
single clear passage of Scripture, but rather that many passages of Scripture seem 
to speak definitely against it, yet it is far from us to want to make it a false doctrine. 
It could only be made a false doctrine if it were intended to make faith the cause of 
election and blessedness. **But this would be a great inequity and injustice to assert 
that the men who used this form wanted to make faith a cause that moved God to 
choose those who would be saved. It is true that there are some who say that faith 
is a cause or a lesser cause, and it is a fact that the theologians of the seventeenth 
century had long struggles among themselves to determine the relation of faith and 
to guard against misinterpretations, but they explain themselves in such a way that 
it would be unreasonable to say that they wanted to teach something other than 
confession. If the theologians of the seventeenth century defended their doctrinal 
form against accusations of semi-Pelagianism, it would be unreasonable to say that 
they wanted to teach something other than the confession. 


*Some attempts have been made to get over this: "ordained to eternal life". The same word 
translated "ordained" is found in Romans 13:1: "But where there is authority, it is ordained of 
God. 


*“The other form of doctrine can only be said to be false if those who need it reject the first 
as Calvinistic. 
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In the first place, when they have to defend their faith and synergism, it is most 
evident that they do not want to make faith a cause, but also how unsatisfactory the 
whole form of doctrine is as an improvement of the first. Thus, for instance, one says, 
"God foreknew nothing in the elect but what he himself willed to bestow upon them 
in grace. "*) In another place the same says, "Faith does not come into consideration 
as something in man, but as something apart from man." Another says, "Faith 
foreknown is the gift foreknown." **) A third: "Faith is by no means our work, but God's 
gift. Nor is it a condition which can be fulfilled by us, but a requirement bestowed 
upon us by God's grace through the ordinary means of salvation." +) What, then, has 
been gained? Where one wants to hold most definitely that man is fundamentally 
depraved, dead in sin and transgression, that he cannot do otherwise, nor even 
wants to, but that God must do all things and does all things, that the first push comes 
from him, that he breaks the reluctance, that he gives faith, that he sustains in it, 
although grace by no means works irresistibly,tt) then, as one also speaks of the 
relation of faith in election, one cannot get farther than that: The first and last and 
only cause of man's election and blessedness is God's mercy and Christ's merit. 
Hence one of the first theologians of the Lutheran Church in this century, a man who 
laid down his walking-stick not so many years ago, says:$) "The Lutheran Church 
teaches that the blessed are saved by God's grace in Christ alone, without any merit 
of their own; the unblessed are saved through their own fault, because they 
continually resist divine grace. Why the resistance of him who is saved is broken, but 
not of him who is not saved, is not the merit of the former, but the fault of the latter. 
The inner discord that lies at the bottom of this 


*) Aegidius Hunnius, the father of the other doctrinal form. 

**) Andr. Quenstedt. 

t) Joh. Olearius. Joh. Gerhard: "By no man's merit, by no worthiness of the human race, 
nor by the foreknowledge of good works or faith, has God been moved to choose some to eternal 
life, but all these must be ascribed solely to His unmerited and unfathomable grace." 

Again John Gerard says: "We confess with a loud voice that we believe that God found no 
good in man when he chose him to eternal life, and that he did not look to good works, nor to the 
use of free will, nor even to faith itself, so that, moved by it and for its sake, he chose some." 

tt) Calvinists teach that grace works irresistibly, Lutherans reject this. 

+) Guericke, Symbolik p. 425. 
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The position (nature, attitude, direction) of man, if it is good, comes only from God, 
but if it is evil, it does not come from God. Man, however, with his stupid intellect, 
clouded by sin, is not able to explore this deepest depth of the divine workshop, and 
it is greater wisdom to acknowledge the divine mystery than to solve it 
blasphemously.) Even a theologian of our fatherland **) says, after a long treatise 
on this matter, in which he used the form which the theologians of the seventeenth 
century have: "In the meantime we have come no nearer to the matter." (So he 
basically gives up the other doctrinal form as a solution.) "For what is the 'non- 
resistance’ but God's work, which nevertheless applies to the believer's continued 
existence as such. We are here in the region of a mystery, where the matter cannot 
be penetrated by our limited understanding." At this | also stop. | cannot rhyme these 
two things together, that the only cause of man's ruin is his unbelief, and that on the 
other hand nothing but God's mercy and Christ's merit is the cause of election and 
blessedness, and however much the other form of doctrine struggles to bring a 
connecting link between them, we are just so far +). Meanwhile it is not merely in 
this doctrine that we cannot rhyme it together. Who can rhyme this together: the 
Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy Ghost is God, and yet are not three Gods, 
but One God? Who can rhyme this together: the Father is the LORD, the Son is the 
LORD, the Holy Ghost is the LORD, and yet are not three Lords, but One LORD? 
Who can rhyme together the three words, God loved the world? "These three 
words,” says one of the first men of our fatherland, "are an unfathomable mystery. 
That God loves the world and is angry with the world - who can explain that?" Now 
this is a principle in our Lutheran Church, that when two doctrines, both clearly stated 
in Holy Scripture, seem to contradict each other, we are to hold fast to both, and 
leave it to eternity to explain it, and to show us that there was the most beautiful unity 
and harmony between what to our poor, short-sighted reason has been nothing but 
a contradiction. 


*) This is done on the one hand by the Calvinists, on the other by the Pelagians. 
**) Prof. Johnson. Dogmatics, Swedish Edition. 
t) This doctrine is full of difficulties and mysteries. It is in so many pieces of reason a 
cross. See, e. g., the Epistle to the Romans Cap. 9. 10. 11. which concludes, "O what depth of 
riches," etc. See also Concordia p. 715-717 § 54-64. 
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Are we then heartily agreed in the great principal truths*): 1) That God wills 
that all men should be saved; 2) That God earnestly calls all in the means of grace; 
3) That the only cause of a man's being lost is his unbelief; 4) That God has not 
predestined or chosen a single man to damnation; 5) that no man is saved without 
conversion, repentance, and faith; 6) that the cause of man's election and salvation 
is solely God's mercy and Christ's merit. If, in other words, we agree on the generality 
of grace, but also on the fact that in the Scriptures there is definitely taught an 
election to blessedness, and finally on conversion and beatification as a work of God 
from the beginning to the end,-there can, in my opinion, be no real, essential 
difference on this point, notwithstanding the different modes of exposition. +) That in 
the meantime | need the form which the confession has, to which | have been 
committed, no one will certainly be able to blame me. 

The matter might be different, however, in the other point that was before us, 
namely, whether a Christian should be certain of his blessedness or not. 
For me this has been the main question all along. For for my own Christian 
consciousness this one point, namely the question of the relation of faith in election, 
has no greater importance, although the doctrine of the election of grace as a whole 
is of the greatest importance to me. For it does not occur to me to ask myself: What 
was the first thing, then, your non-resistance, your 


*Since this lecture is not intended first of all for theologians, but for our Christian people 
in general, | have, because it is so difficult, during a longer development, which leads the thought 
on step by step, and must take into consideration so many often less known points, to hold fast 
the great main truths, around which the whole moves like a door around its hinge, repeated the 
same several times, partly in order to memorize them quite firmly, partly as a testimony against 
the many false preliminaries and representations. 


**) That grace is completely independent and free. 

There are two ways in which it can be brought about that there is an essential difference 
between the two forms of doctrine. Either one disagrees with the doctrine of the confession of 
man's will and conversion, as, for example, the lowa Synod, and then, of course, one must reject 
the first form of doctrine. But in this case one sees at once that the real disagreement is in the 
doctrine of conversion. Or one tears out individual utterances of the Concordia formula, Luther's 
or others, and draws one's conclusions from these torn-apart utterances. In this way it is possible 
to bring about an essential difference between the theologians of the sixteenth and of the 
seventeenth century. In this way, a complete break in the church is brought about. 


522Lecture on the election of grace 


Faith or God's election? When | look at myself, | see nothing but reluctance. | cannot 
point to a single point in my life where | did not resist. | must attribute everything to 
God's incomprehensible mercy in Christ. By the grace of God | am what | am. The 
Lord first broke my resistance and made me his child. 

The other question, on the other hand, is of a quite different character for me. | 
must be sure whether God wants me to believe and be certain of my blessedness or 
not. Every day | must examine myself in this matter. It would go too far this time to 
go into this question.*) Only this much | must say, that | heartily reject what has been 
called an absolute certainty. | know only an ordered certainty, a certainty that is 
bound to the order of salvation, a certainty that | have as one who stands in daily 
repentance, in the knowledge of sin, and in the faith of the Son of God. My assurance 
of my blessedness is an assurance of faith; but | can have faith only so long as | am 
in the order of salvation. | believe that every Christian should establish his 
blessedness with fear and trembling.**) | believe that there is a possibility of 
apostasy. t) But | also believe, though | cannot rhyme this together, that it is God's 
will that | should at the same time, as his child, appropriate to myself with childlike 
confidence the manifold, glorious promises of grace of eternal life and blessedness, 
and have the firm assurance of faith that | shall one day behold my Saviour face to 
face. tt) If this were not so, then the Christian 


*This is not so necessary, since this point was dealt with not long ago by Rev. Koren in 
Nos. |, 2 and 4 of our "Kirchenzeitung" of this year. | will therefore only refer to these, in my 
opinion excellent, articles. 
*") Phil. 2, 12. 


t) Rom. 11, 20. 21. 22. 1 Cor. 9, 27. 

tt) | just want to remind you of the following passages: Joh. 14, 2. 3.:"In my Father's house 
are many mansions. If it were not so, | would say unto you, | go to prepare a place for you. And 
though | go to prepare a place for you, yet will | come again, and receive you unto myself; that 
where | am, there ye may be." Rom. 8:18, 31-39, Paul's glorious song of triumph; Phil. 1:6, 3:20, 
21; 1 Thess. 5:23, 24; 2 Tim. 4:8: "Hereafter is there laid up for me the crown of righteousness, 
which the Lord, the righteous judge, shall give me in that day: not to me only, but also to all them 
that love his appearing." 1 Pet. 1, 3-9. "Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord JEsu Christ, 
which according to his great mercy hath begotten us again unto a lively hope by the resurrection 
of JEsu Christ from the dead, unto an inheritance incorruptible, and undefiled, and unfading, 
which shall be reserved in heaven for you which are of 
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| believe that this hope is to be blotted out from the Scriptures and from the 
experience of Christians.) | believe that it is a great sin of mine to be so uncertain of 
my blessedness as | often am, and | feel the sting of the words of Jesus: "O ye of 
little faith, why are ye so fearful?) 


(Conclusion follows.) 


*) What is Christian hope? Is it merely an opinion, a thought or an idea, something that 
has no solid foundation? No. Christian hope is "nothing else than constant, patient, enduring 
faith". Hope is "nothing else than faith in the blessed consummation of our salvation." Faith, we 
are accustomed to say, is for the present, hope for the future. Hope has its foundation in God's 
firm, immutable promises of grace. Romans 5:5 says, "Hope bringeth not to shame." In the Epistle 
to the Hebrews 6:19, the hope of faith is presented as an anchor that goes into the bowels of the 
veil. Hope is there not merely spoken of as a firm anchor in the lawn of the storm, but it is also 
said why it is strong, namely, because it has firm ground in the land of eternity; it is an anchor on 
dry land, while the soul is still tossing about in the breakers." (Prof. Johnson.) Praise and glory 
be to the Lord that we may have the glorious hope of blessedness, the hope of eternal 
togetherness with the Lord and all our loved ones who have died in faith. Hope breaks off the 
thorns of all the sorrows and pains which earthly life brings with it, and throws its mildly 
conciliatory shimmer of roses upon the heaviest and bitterest suffering which may be bestowed 
upon the children of dust. If only we were not so earthly-minded, if only we were not bound to the 
earth with so many ties, if only we lived more in heaven and in the hope of glory, how much 
happier we would not then be than we often are now! 

2) ) Matth. 8, 26. 


God's power through faith be kept unto salvation, which is prepared to be revealed in the last 
time..., then shall ye rejoice with joy unspeakable and full of glory, and shall bring away the end 
of your faith, even the salvation of souls." 1 John 3:2, 3. "Beloved, we are now the children of 
God, and it hath not yet appeared what we shall be. But we know, when it shall appear, that we 
shall be like him, because we shall see him as he is. And every one that hath such hope in him 
purifieth himself, even as he is pure." Heb. 6:18, 19: "Who have recourse, and hold fast the hope 
that is offered, which is a sure and steadfast anchor of our souls, which goeth even into the 
inward parts of the veil, whither the forerunner is entered for us, Jesus." Job 19:25, 26, 37: "But 
| know that my Redeemer liveth, and that he shall raise me up out of the earth. And afterward | 
shall be clothed with this skin of mine, and in my flesh | shall see God. | shall see him, and mine 
eyes shall behold him, and no stranger. My kidneys are consumed in my womb." Pf. 17:15: "But 
| will behold thy face in righteousness; | will be satisfied when | awake in thy image." See also 
Concordia Book p. 709 § 25, where it is spoken of how. 
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"Missouri and the Resormed Church as Sisters.” 


Under this heading there is an article in the "Lutherischen Kirchenboten fir 
Australien" of June 22nd of this year, in which Mr. P. W. Peters defends the Missouri 
Synod against equally infamous attacks by a paper which bears the name 
"Christenbote", as we experience them from our opponents here in America. After 
we have already reported a similar article from the Australian "Kirchenbote" in the 
"Lutheraner" of October 15, we cannot deny ourselves the opportunity to present to 
the readers of "Lehre und Wehre" also that of Father Peters. It can be seen from the 
same that, where one reads our explanations without prejudice and stands in the 
right spirit of our Lutheran Church, the doctrine of the election by grace, as we 
present it according to Scripture and Confession, proves to be the right doctrine for 
the conscience, and that it is only blasohemed as Calvinism where one claims the 
name "Lutheran" for oneself, but instead of going back to Scripture and Confession 
in a truly Lutheran way, one is genuinely papist, without the name "Lutheran". 


It is only through faith that one can know and recognize whether one is among the elect. Desgl. 
p. 710 K 30. 

| also find that the theologians of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries agree most 
beautifully on the application of the doctrine of election, even if they differ on the first point, the 
relation of faith. This also shows us that they stand on the same ground of faith. How finely and 
definitely did not an Aegidius Hunnius, a Joh. Gerhard, a Jasper Brochmand, a Joh. Vandal in, 
a Scriver, a Rambach, a Gottlob Hofmann, a Bisch. Ludwig Hansson Munthe (see his 
Declaration of the Catechism, edited by Prof. Caspari) emphasized that a Christian could and 
should be certain of his election and blessedness! Yes, it is an almost unnameable series of 
theologians down to Thomasius and Johnson. How beautiful are not, for example the following 
words of Thomasius: "This earthly existence is for the Christian a passage; the whole summa of 
the relations ordered by God for this existence is a preparatory school for eternity; therefore he 
does not live himself into the transitory nature of the visible world; He does not stray with his love 
into its goods; he feels himself a stranger in it, driven away, and all the more so because the 
hope of faith, which precedes the present, teaches him to feel all the more deeply the nature of 
this world and its vanity caused by sin. But he is not driven out with hasty impatience; he can 
wait for the blessedness of eternal life, for he is sure of it in faith, and he waits for it in patience, 
for he knows the educative significance of the earthly life for that which is to come." (Christ's 
Person and Work, Part Ill. pp. 433 and 434.) 

And what a choir of singers has not at all times portrayed to the Church of Christians 
confidence of eternal life and blessedness! We will only mention Dr. Luther and the recently 
deceased Provost Landstad. Just as Luther's battle hymn, "A Mighty Fortress is Our God," rests 
on the belief that, "preserved from God's power by faith," the "kingdom of God must remain with 
us," so also Landstad's 
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In the first trial, the Lutherans defended everything that had gradually become 
traditional in the Lutheran church as genuinely Lutheran at all costs. But as 
necessary as it was that the apostate, partly rationalistic, partly unionistic, partly 
methodistic "Lutheran" synods, to which the Ohio Synod once belonged, should be 
led back to the "fathers," that is, to the dogmatists of our church, so necessary was 
it that they should be led back from a merely traditional Lutheranism to Scripture and 
confession or to the witnesses of the time of the Reformation, in whose writings the 
spring water of Scripture flowed most purely. Those who do not want to be led back 
there and who, in a good papist manner, only cry "Fathers! Fathers!" only prove that 
the spirit of Luther and his immediate disciples has remained aloof from them, that 
they have been and have remained, under the Lutheran name, only spiritless 
followers of this and that Compendium, and so have now deprived themselves of 
their 


Master song emerged from the quiet, joyful confidence of a blessed death, a blessed 
resurrection, and a blessed gathering there: 
| know a sleep in Jesus' name, That strengthens the weary limbs, There is a bed for me in the 
earth's frame, So motherly she lays me down. 
My soul is hei God in the kingdom of heaven + 
And | will not think of suffering again!" etc. (Rro. 400.) 

But why cite only theologians and poets? Will not every child of God say: Yes, this is how 
it must be? | must be sure of my blessedness. | must be sure of what | confess in the third article: 
| believe that he "will raise me and all the dead, and give me eternal life together with all believers 
in Christ. This is certainly true." Nor is the matter such that, in speaking so strongly for the 
assurance of blessedness by faith, we should think that we ourselves were such heroes of faith, 
who, in the prominent degree of faith, had firm assurance of their eternal blessedness. Oh no, 
there is still much lacking! We ourselves feel sufficiently our great weakness, and cannot thank 
the Lord enough, who has given us the promise that "he will not break the bruised reed, nor 
quench the smoldering wick." One may be a true Christian without having the firm assurance of 
eternal blessedness, as one may be a true Christian without having "the firm assurance of 
grace." But this should be our aim, to become more firm and certain in our faith in God's promises 
of grace, both for the present time and for the time to come. 

Let us also remember that there are many Christians who have not heard anything specific 
about election and who are now certain that they will be saved. Many a devout Christian, when 
asked if he believes that he is elect, will answer, "No, | must not believe that!" But if he be asked, 
"Dost thou not then firmly and assuredly believe that thou shalt be saved, that thou shalt enter 
into God's heaven?" he will answer, "Yes, praise be to God! | firmly believe it!" See, this man 
believes that he is elect, even though he has not heard of the election; for it is certain that no 
one except the elect will be saved, and if he firmly believes that he will be saved, he believes at 
the same time that he is in the number of the elect. 
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We are all the more strengthened in our faith that, while synods here have been 
"running smoothly," they are now declining. It is all the more strengthening to our 
faith that, while here synods which have hitherto "run fine" are now declining, in far- 
off Australia the true old Lutheran Church is building itself up. W. 

The article referred to above reads as follows: 


Missouri and the Reformed Church as sisters. 


Under this heading appears in the last number of the "Christenbote" *) an article 
in which the Missouri Synod in America is accused of an abominable heresy in regard 
to the election of grace, in that it teaches of the same in a way that clearly runs 
contrary to the Word of God and the Lutheran confessional writings, and has thereby 
arrived at a standpoint "which even surpasses the errors of the Calvinistic doctrine 
of predestination (election by grace). 

To the editor of the "Christenboten" the controversy that has broken out over 
the doctrine of election by grace and the false doctrine of Missouri seems "interesting 
in itself," because in it there is supposed to be a new proof "of where a dogmatic, 
denying Lutheranism," which is also blamed on the Missourians, finally leads, and he 
therefore applies to Missouri the Word of God: "God resists the arrogant" and the 
proverb: "Pride goeth before a fall. 

The Missouri Synod has fallen terribly, because God has withdrawn his hand 
from it and resists it, and to such a fall it has come through its arrogance and its self- 
opinionated Lutheranism. - Truly, a harsh judgment which the "Christian Messenger" 
passes upon Missouri! - 

But the matter becomes even more interesting to the editor of the "Christen 
boten" for us Australians, for the reason that "one of our Synods here" is said to have 
decided "to draw its teachers henceforth from the said American Synod." Now by this 
Synod is meant, no doubt, our "South Australian Synod." 

Although at the moment | am not aware that such a resolution has already been 
pronounced by the Synod "to obtain teachers in the future from the said American 
Synod", it is a fact that our Synod has already contacted Missouri and asked for 
teachers to be sent. In the article in question, therefore, not only is the Missouri Synod 
accused of the most atrocious false doctrine, but at the same time our Synod is 
suspected of being connected with a false teaching church fellowship, and Mr. P. 
Herlitz then raises the question at the end, whether our Synod now still 


*) Organ of the Synod of Victoria. 
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He adds that he hopes that on our side these questions will not again (?) be resented 
and interpreted as unauthorized interference in internal synodal affairs. 

Now, there is nothing wrong with the raising of those two questions, but it is 
unwarrantable that Rev. Herlitz so ruthlessly lashes out at Missouri and condemns 
the whole Synod as an irreligious one in his paper and pronounces the unjust 
judgment upon it that it has departed from the truth of the divine word and the 
confessions of the Lutheran Church, neither of which is the case, but on the contrary 
Missouri, by God's grace, stands faithful and firm, both to the confession and to the 
word of God, and therefore Schreiber cannot refrain from it, mindful of the word of 
God: "Open thy mouth for the dumb, and for the cause of all that are forsaken," Prov. 
31, 8, let a few words follow here as a reply to that article of the "Christenbote", in 
which it is to be briefly proven that Missouri, by the grace of God, has not yet fallen 
into the accused errors, but has fully and purely confessed the truth of the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church, and thus has not fallen into any of these 
errors.Lutheran Church, and therefore neither Father Herlitz nor anyone else, least 
of all our congregations, need fear that any messengers from Missouri will come to 
us as false teachers. 

It is indeed a harsh accusation when it is asserted in the "Christenbote" that 
the influential leader of the Synod, Dr. Walther, teaches about the election of grace 
in a way "that is clearly contrary to the Word of God and the Lutheran Confessions," 
and that the Synod has for the most part arrived at a point of view "which even 
surpasses the Calvinistic doctrine of predestination. - Whoever can assert such a 
thing must either be ignorant of Missouri's doctrine and writings on the election of 
grace, or neither know nor understand God's Word and the Confessions on this point. 
And since the latter is not the case with Father Herlitz, one cannot help but assume 
that the teachings and writings of Missouri are completely foreign and unknown to 
him, as one must also conclude from the fact that he follows this harsh accusation 
with an article written by a former pastor of the Missouri Synod, that is, from the 
enemy camp. If it is already most unjust to condemn a man before one has heard 
him, how much more so to accuse a whole church community of heresy, if one has 
not first heard their confession clearly and distinctly and examined it thoroughly and 
carefully. 

Admittedly, there are some sentences in the said article which have been 
quoted from Missourian writings. But that one with such 
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It is a foregone conclusion that one can prove little or nothing with sentences that 
have been torn out of their context. With such sentences one could even try to prove 
that God's word contradicts itself. If, for example, James says, "You see, then, that 
a man is justified by works and not by faith alone," and this sentence is torn out of 
its context and simply left as it stands, does it not contradict the other word of God, 
which says, "We therefore hold that a man is justified without works of the law, but 
only by faith"? (Rom. 3:28.) Or, when Paul says of God, "He will have mercy on 
whom He will, and will harden whom He will" (Rom. 9:18.), and again this sentence 
is taken out of the context of the whole chapter, does it not seem to contradict that 
in which it is said, "God will not the death of the sinner," and again, "God will that all 
men be saved"? And finally, when the Lord Jesus says, "The Father is greater than 
|," and this sentence is again torn out of its context and looked at as it reads, does it 
not seem anew as if Jesus himself questioned his deity and was subordinate to the 
Father? - And so it is with our confessions and with Luther's writings. Luther says, 
for example, in the preface to the Epistle to the Romans: "In the ninth, tenth, and 
eleventh chapters he teaches about the eternal providence of God, wherefore it 
originally pleads who should believe or not believe, who can be freed from sins or 
not, so that it may ever be taken out of our hands altogether and placed in God's 
hand alone." Does not the naked sentence, torn out of its context: "therefore it 
originally flees who should believe or not believe" also sound as if Luther himself 
taught Calvinistically? and yet no one will want to claim that Luther taught falsely and 
was not well Lutheran, but Calvinistic. - Yes, does not the sentence sound just as 
hard and contradictory as that in the said Missouri article, where it is said, 
"Experience also confirms it, that God does not take away from many millions of men 
the reluctance against his word, which yet he could just as easily take away as from 
the elect"? The author of that article now adds: that would mean in German, "God 
will not." But where did Missouri ever teach that this sentence was to be understood 
in such a way that God did not want all men to be blessed? - So also the Calvinists, 
who consult their reason in the passage Rom. 9:18, say, "He therefore hath mercy 
on whom he will, and hath hardened whom he will:" that is, in German, God wills to 
make some men blessed, but not others. But Paul says, No, it is not to be understood 
in this way, but "God wills that all men be saved," but thou canst not fathom this 
mystery with thy reason, therefore "dear man, who art thou that thou wilt be right 
with God?" (Rom. 9:20.) 


"Missouri and the Reformed Church as Sisters. " 529 


Now, in brief, what the Missourians teach concerning election by grace is this: 
That God has chosen those who will be saved from eternity in Christ by grace, and 
not in view of their faith, in that he already knew from eternity who would believe, so 
that the preceding faith would have been the cause of their election, and this 
therefore did not lie in God alone, but actually in man himself, but rather the election 
is a cause of our faith, so that God alone deserves the glory and our salvation stands 
with God alone, or to speak with Luther: "that it may ever be taken out of our hands 
altogether, and placed in God's hand alone, that we may become pious." This is also 
what our confessions teach. On the other hand, Missouri does not teach, as the 
Calvinists do, that God also ordained damnation for some men, but rather that it is 
the fault of men alone. But Missouri also teaches, in agreement with our confessional 
writings, that we cannot rhyme either with reason, and must therefore take reason 
captive to God's word in this mystery. For so it is also said in the Concordia formula 
in the 11th article: "But what in this disputation wants to run too high and out of 
bounds, there we should, with Paul, put our finger on our mouth, think and say: 'Who 
art thou, man, that wilt be right with God?' For that we cannot and ought not to search 
out and reason out all things in this article, is testified by the high apostle Paul, who, 
when he discourseth much of this article out of the revealed word of God, as soon 
as he cometh to show what God hath reserved of this mystery of his hidden wisdom, 
he presseth it down, and cutteth it off with the following words, O what a depth of 
riches, both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are his 
judgments, and how unsearchable his ways! For who has known the mind of the 
Lord?" (So far Concordia formula.) 

In addition to all this, it must be admitted that, since this dispute about the 
election of grace has broken out among the Lutherans of America and is being 
publicly discussed and disputed, many misunderstandable expressions have been 
made on the part of Missouri, which have not sufficiently and clearly expressed the 
actual opinion. This, however, is readily and willingly conceded even by Missouri, 
and such expressions are retracted and corrected, and | will let Missouri herself 
speak here as proof of this. There it says in "Lehre und Wehre," Jahrgang 1881 page 
43 ff, in an article, entitled: "Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat," i.e.: "He keeps his 
opinion, but corrects his words," which expression is known to have been used by 
Augustine, among others: 

"Even in our Lutheran Church, therefore, those theologians who have spoken 
and written in a misleading and misinterpretable manner, but with 
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had not connected their words with an erroneous meaning, were never condemned. 
Gerhard, for example, calls out Luther's saying to Cardinal Bellarmin, who wanted to 
heresy Luther because of misinterpretable expressions: It is sacrilegious, when one 
knows that the mind of someone is godly and healthy, to determine an error from 
uncomfortably said words’. Nevertheless, even to orthodox teachers, when they had 
spoken or written in a manner exposed to misinterpretation, the Augustinian: 
‘Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat'. This befell even one Hunnius, when at first he had 
called faith without further ado the cause of election." 


"Nor, therefore, are we so-called Missourians for a moment at a loss to admit, 
when called to attention by friends and foes alike, that even we have not always 
spoken and written unmistakably and unmistakably in our exposition of the doctrine 
of election by grace. But what has happened? Our friends have called out to us: 
‘Sententiam teneatis, linguam corrigatis'; our enemies, on the other hand, have 
immediately seized and exploited our thoughtless words as a welcome opportunity 
to heresy us. It is unfortunately a manifest fact, that those who at present accuse the 
Synod of Missouri of teaching Calvinism in the election of grace, have not sought to 
create the appearance that their accusation is well founded, and have really created 
it in some, by presenting in its context the doctrine which our Synod holds of the 
election of grace, but solely by singling out from our publications certain sentences 
which do sound suspicious.” - 

Now follow 5 sentences, which have been particularly misunderstood and will 
be corrected, and then the article goes on to say: 

"We declare that here, too, we have unfortunately spoken neither completely 
nor clearly enough, so as not to give even benevolent readers themselves cause to 
suspect that we teach erroneously; but we declare at the same time that the real 
errors which one has therefore meant to find in those words of ours have ever and 
ever been and still are rejected by ourselves." 

"Now that we have spoken about all those passages in our synodal reports and 
in our synodal organs in regard to which we ourselves want the Augustinian 
‘Sententiam teneat, linguam corrigat' to be applied to us, and indeed have spoken in 
such a way as our conscience, caught up in God's Word, demands, we declare the 
following for the actual status controversiae, or for the point of contention in the present 
doctrinal dispute: 

"Does God's foreknown faith flow from the election of grace, or does the 

election of grace push out of the foreknown faith? 
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Is the election of grace based on God's mercy and Christ's merit alone, or also 
on man's behavior as foreseen by God? 

Can and should a believing Christian become and be certain of his election, 
and therefore of his blessedness; or can and should he not become nor 
be certain of the same?" 

Of these three double questions, Missouri always answers the first question in 
the affirmative and the second in the negative. And this is surely not Calvinistic, but 
pure Lutheran doctrine, in agreement with our dear confessions and the word of 
God? Is it not? 

Finally, the article in question states: 

"This, and of course all that is necessarily connected with it, and nothing else, 
we acknowledge to be the only dissent that at present exists between us and our 
opponents with respect to the doctrine of the election of grace. But far from declaring 
the controversy to be a logomachy, a mere dispute over words, or wanting to trace it 
back to mere misunderstandings, we must all the less now declare it to be an 
injustice, in particular, if we are accused of errors which we ourselves have always 
rejected and still reject, because we think we can construct them from a few words 
and sentences which have occurred here and there in the course of twelve years in 
our publications and which are subject to misunderstanding. From whatever side and 
however we may be attacked in the future, we will therefore henceforth defend 


nothing but the affirmative of the given status controversiae and, by God's grace, defend 
it from God's Word and the Confession; but leave this, admittedly not innocent, 
pleasure to those who still seek to capitalize on our statements, which we ourselves 
have subjected to criticism, as the true corpus delicti against us." 

"We conclude with Augustine's confession, which we also make ours: ‘Forte 
non digne volo, quomodo dicendum est; nec sic tamen possum dicere, quomodo volo; quanto 


minus, quomodo dicendum est!’ i.e., ‘Perhaps | do not will in a worthy manner how to 
speak; and yet | cannot (for once) speak as | will; much less as to speak!" 

That is certainly humble enough, and here the second part of the serious 
saying that Father Herlitz cites against Missouri is applied, namely not: "God resists 
the arrogant", but: "but He gives grace to the humble". 

Finally, | will let Missouri speak once again, so that everyone can see that there 
is truly no question of Calvinistic heresy in their case. Thus, for example, it says in 
"Lehre und Wehre" Jahrg. 1881, 
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Pages 74 and 75 in an article which goes into detail on the false accusations of an 
enemy paper, entitled: "Old and New," among other things: 

"Another weapon in the conduct of which 'Old and New' (that hostile paper) is 
very fond is that of placing us as often as possible together with the Calvinists, and 
triumphantly exclaiming, 'See, what agreement in expression!’ Last summer, after 
all, in the papers hostile to the Missouri Synod, there was a scheme composed of 
"Old and New," which was intended to illustrate our agreement with the Calvinists. 
But there we already have fellow sufferers. The Missouri Synod has _ always 
taught that whoever is saved is saved solely by God's eternal grace; whoever is lost 
is lost through his. --------- own fault, through his stubborn resistance to the workings 
of the Holy Spirit in Word and Sacrament. Our opponents, however, 
continually seek to make our doctrine appear as if we were not in earnest about the 
last sentence, as if we denied God's general powerful will of grace. This will one day 
be judged by God, who examines hearts and kidneys. Those who try to accuse us 
in this way before the Christians will also give an account of their actions to Christ 
one day. No human mind can understand how these two propositions can exist side 
by side in full truth. But the Scriptures reveal both, and a Christian believes both, and 
we also believe both from the heart, by God's grace. We could easily, under God's 
permission, grow some theological braid by which the two propositions would be 
mediated and acceptable to human reason. God's grace has so far kept us from this 
mediation. We know, too, that every doctrine of the election of grace becomes 
practically useless which presupposes something good (even if only wrought by 
grace) in man. No poor sinner can take comfort in the hour of the contest of election, 
unless it begins with the poor sinner." 

At last, the "Lutheran" No. 5 of this year states: 

"Our opponents attack us with great determination on account of our testimony 
and call all the world against us. They call us shameful heretics and reproach our 
doctrine of the election of grace as Calvinistic error; but they wrap themselves in the 
cloak of Lutheran orthodoxy and pretend to contend for God and His truth. We are 
afraid, but we do not despair. For on our side is the sun-clear word of the great God 
Himself, even in the mysterious article of the election of grace, and in its light we see 
the light. We have for ourselves the mighty testimony of the last prophecy. 
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and of his most faithful disciples, of our Luther and of his immediate successors; their 
footsteps we follow, for we know that they walked rightly in the gospel of God. And 
finally, our faint voice, which we raise to the dear reviled truth, is nothing else than 
the echo of the voice of our church itself. Our dear Confession, especially the 
Formula of Concord in its 11th Article, clearly and loudly confirms what we 
Missourians, convinced and bound in our consciences by God's grace, repeat and 
confess to her. Our doctrine of election by grace is the doctrine of the true visible 
Church of God. This makes us joyful and confident of victory. For God's word and 
Luther's doctrine now and never pass away. This is certainly true!" 

"In addition to this, we have come to know by God's grace what the devil is up 
to against us poor Christians, why he is so hostile to the pure doctrine of the eternal 
election of God's children to eternal life. He would like to make our future blessedness 
uncertain, to take away our faith in God's eternal mercy, to turn our Christian hope 
into despair, to make God's eternal gospel a fragile reed. It is an abomination to him 
that we stammer after the holy apostle Paul, that we are certain through God's grace 
that nothing, nothing will separate us from the love of God in Christ our Lord, that we 
trust our dear, faithful Father in heaven, that He Himself, through His power and 
grace, will keep us poor people in the faith until our blessed end. The evil enemy 
does not want to suffer us to consider it a terrible sin to doubt God's eternal 
faithfulness and grace, to mistrust His holy gospel, to consider ourselves and our sins 
more powerful than the strong God and His strong love, which is stronger than death 
and hell. Satan wants to force upon us a Christianity in which we can no longer be 
glad of our lives for a moment, which must fill us with envy against the birds of the 
air, who are at least quite sure of God's goodness. This and much more is what the 
wicked Satan has in store for us. That is why he has instigated the present election 
of grace controversy: he begrudges us our future blessedness." 

"Should it not therefore be urgently desired, and indeed necessary, that every 
Lutheran Christian, even as regards the doctrine of election by grace, should use all 
diligence to become rich in knowledge, so that in this matter also he may recognize 
the good gracious will of God toward us poor sinners, understand the happy and 
blessed confession of our church, and learn to see through and avoid error?" 

"The opportunity for this wholesome and necessary learning is abundantly 
offered to you, my dear Lutheran fellow-Christian. You have before 
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especially your dear Bible, in which you hear the voice of the Holy Spirit Himself. Do 
not think that you cannot understand the testimony of the Holy Spirit concerning the 
election of grace, especially in the 8th chapter of the Epistle to the Romans and the 
1st chapter of the Epistle to the Ephesians. Only immerse yourself in the words of 
your God with heartfelt prayer, and you will have the experience that many devout 
Christians have already had, that God's holy Word is sweeter than honey, even in 
this doctrine, and is able to create a firm heart that is armored against error. Then 
you have the dear Concordia Book, the confession of our Lutheran Church. Do not 
think that it is too high and heavy for you. Only once, with the lamp of God and the 
torch of prayer, go to its contents, and you will delight in the pure gold that shines out 
of it, and thank God for the treasures of knowledge that He opens up to you through 
it. Only accept the 11th article of the Concordia formula exactly as it reads, what is 
the point? error will then remain far from your soul." 

From all this, it is easy enough to see that Missouri is far from falling into 
Calvinist error, but on the contrary, remains with the Lutheran confession and seeks 
nothing more than to keep it pure and to God's glory. But whoever nevertheless 
persists in such a harsh accusation against Missouri must either not be able to 
understand, or maliciously not want to understand, what and how they teach. And 
just as bad as the latter is that of attacking Missouri and condemning her simply 
according to the judgment of her opponents and from articles written by them, as was 
done in the last "Christenboten," and | would like to give Father Herlitz the well-meant 
advice to read the Missourian writings diligently and faithfully, then he would certainly 
not again pronounce such harsh accusations against Missouri and also not suspect 
our Synod in such a way as was done. 

May the Lord grant our dear brothers and fellow believers in America, who are 
not afraid to open their mouths cheerfully for the truth in spite of all mockery and 
scorn. May His grace and let this doctrinal controversy also turn out for the salvation 
of the Church and the glory of His name. But let us pray: Oh abide with us, O Lord 
Jesus Christ, because it is now evening; let not thy holy Word, the true light, be 
extinguished in us. - In this last sorrowful time, grant us, O Lord, constancy, that we 
may keep Thy Word and Sacrament pure until our end. W. Peters. 
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From the Pennsylvanian Synod. Pastor Sei, Chiliast, president of the Lutheran Synod 
of Pennsylvania and chief editor of the "Lutheran and Missionary", in No. 54 of his paper openly 
takes sides with the Hoffmannians, these raging enemies of all churches, especially the Lutheran 
ones, and even offers to promote contributions to support their cause. The colonization of 
Palestine, which they have set as their task and in which they see the salvation of the world, he 
describes in his paper "as a beginning for the restoration of that desolate land as the earthly 
center and seat of the Kingdom of God. Blind zeal for chiliasm makes him overlook the fact that 
these enthusiasts, whom he calls "serious Christians," have for some time revealed themselves 
as deniers of the Holy Trinity and the redemption of Christ, and as blasphemers of the holy 
sacraments. - His attempt in No. 56 to justify himself against an attack by "Herold und Zeitschrift" 
failed. 

Methodism. That the Methodists are not satisfied with God converting sinners in his time 
and hour, that they desire to bring about conversion more quickly, and have therefore invented 
new methods of conversion, is well known. They have now made another advance. They can 
now bring about conversions to order in a short time. At a revival in Indianapolis (last summer) 
"the following case occurred," as "Herald and Magazine" informs us from the "Presbyterian," 
"which Dr. Verner, the Methodist preacher there, relates himself. -One morning in the early 
meeting a gentleman came to him in the front aisle of the church, and asked, 'Do you not know 
if a lady of L. named N. N. is already at the altar?' The pastor did not know; but as the gentleman 
was very anxious to know, he inquired, and was soon able to give him an affirmative answer. 
"Please," he continued, "won't you try to have her converted quickly? We would like to return to 
L. on the 11 o'clock express, but | don't want her to go with us until she is converted. That did 
seem a strange desire, says Dr. Verner, to get her converted quickly, in order to make the 
connection, with the express train, but 'by chance’ she was already through at 10 o'clock, and 
had a whole hour left to wait for the train." 


Methodism. Dr. Whedon writes the following in the Methodist Quarterly: "The Universalist 
Quarterly tells us that fifty years ago the ‘evangelical’ pulpits proclaimed that the heathen in 
general would be delivered up to the devil and eternal torment. Such has never been the doctrine 
of Methodism, nor the preaching of its pulpits. The old Arminians of Holland reject it; Wesley and 
Fletcher and all our authoritative writers reject it. The doctrine of Dr. Fowler [a Methodist 
missionary who had pronounced the damnation of the heathen], adduced by that quarterly, is at 
variance with our Methodist Normal Christians." 


Rev. Dr. Crosby, as reported in the "N. Y. Observer,” in a conference, earnestly warned 
against the use of Meyer's Commentaries, as being rationalistic and exceedingly injurious to 
young preachers. 

Bishop MkNamara, formerly a Roman priest, who, after his renunciation of the Papacy, 
allowed himself to be made bishop of the "Independent Catholic Church" by his namely Irish 
followers in New York, has recently allowed himself to be re-baptized by a Baptist preacher - by 
immersion. 
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The so-called Salvation Army intends to build a temple in London, which is to hold 6000 
people, and will then be held continuously day and night. The army now numbers, according to 
Commissioner Booth's report, 245 wards, 470 officers, 7000 soldiers, and 46,000 regular 
followers or hearers. The annual income is $250,000. 

At the Dutch Reformed General Synod (in June of this year), a motion was made by an 
entire class, that of Poughkeepsie, that certain expressions should be deleted from the baptismal 
form, according to which the baptized professes to be "utterly incapable of doing any good, and 
inclined to all evil," and "gives his assent to all the articles of the Christian religion as taught in 
this church. The motion was denied, but it is a sign of the times that it could be made by a whole 
class, and that the editor of the Presbyterian Review also sides with that class. 


In the Ortoberheft de- "Columbus Theological Magazine” Pastor Eirich has begun an 
exposition of the passages of Scripture dealing with the election of grace, discussing first Romans 
8:28-30. and the expression ZpoylyV@OKQY, "to know beforehand." 

In doing so, he polemicizes against the exegetical article of the undersigned contained in the July 
1880 issue of "Lehre und Wehre". In reply, it is sufficient to give several reasons why P. Eirich's 
criticism does not need serious anti-criticism. In the first place, it does not occur to Father Eirich, 
as he pretends to do, to really examine more closely the reasons which we have asserted for our 
and against the opposing view of the striking passages of Scripture. For instance, he dismisses 
our discussion of 1 Peter 1:20 with the remark. "He only shows that his rendering of 
mposyvaouévov by predestinated, gives a kind of sense, which we do not deny." (Magazine 
p. 305.) But we have "Lehre und Wehre" 1880 pp. 201 and 202, that the contrast "predestined" 
and "revealed" is alone suitable in that place, the contrast "foreknown" and "revealed" gives no 
sense. Father Eirich simply asserts that the latter version also gives a good sense, and thus this 
passage is dismissed. Likewise, in discussing the other passage, 1 Peter 1:1, 2, he is content 
with the mere brief assertion that the translation "according to the foreknowledge of God" and 
the addition of the term "faith" are admissible, and takes no notice at all of our reference to the 
goal "to the obedience of faith," which contradicts such a view (Cf. "L. u. W." 1880, pp. 205 and 


206). (Magazine p. 310.) And so throughout. The reader free of prejudice should only examine 
carefully, step by step, thesis and antithesis. On the other hand, Father Eirich has often not taken 
the trouble to grasp the actual meaning of our argumentation; indeed, he has often read out 


things that are not there at all. E. g. it has not at all occurred to us, in the sentence TH @piouivy 
fovdn Kai mpoyvecel 100 bEov, etc., Apost. 2, 23., 

r 
to emphasize the "ti; that by 1} @prouivy bie APOYVOOLC Of God with the BouAn Of Goa. 
is connected to a unified concept, is said there. Cf. "L. u. W." 2880 p. 202. Mag. p. 306. Our critic 


* 
reproaches us with not knowing how to indicate in this verse any object of the TPOYV@OLC of 


“acceptance, appropriation.” But 


r 
we have, after all, in this place rendered TPOYVWOLC by "predestination." 

See "L. u. W." p. 203. p. 307. Thirdly, P. Eirich reveals himself as an avowed enemy of 
grammatical rules and secure lexical determinations. For example, he cares nothing for the 
construction of the sentence just quoted, Apost. 2, 23. 2, 23. LlaBazino p. 302-304 he switches 

r 

at his pleasure with the passages in which the verb YIYV@OKELV denotes a loving, effective 
recognition. The passages used by sammtlichen 

The fact, recognized by exegetes of all ages, and also by the teachers of the seventeenth century, 


and recorded in old and new Lexicis, that VlYYVMOKELV in the sacred Scriptures is often 
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acum affectu et effectu means, does not exist for him. He denies it for a moment. What else can 
one do with an opponent who denies that the sky looks blue and the snow white? Fourthly, Father 
Eirich betrays a persistent reluctance to take a closer look at the sequence of thoughts of the 
apostles in the striking passages of their letters. One searches in vain for an exact exposition of 
the connection of the individual sentences even in the discussion of the main passage Romans 
8, 28-30. Cf. p. 309. On the other hand, Father Eirich, fifthly, indulges in boundless arbitrariness 
in the insertion of his own thoughts and concepts into the biblical text. Without further justification 


he adds in Rom. 11, 2. "as his people,” Rom. 11, 29. "their conversion, faith, perseverance," 1 
Pet. 1, 1. 2. "faith" as an object to the divine mpoytyv@oxew. Mag. p. 304. 309. 310. Sixthly, 
Father Eirich shows great skill in concealing the unthinkability of his thoughts behind general 


phrases. Above all, when he inserts his "foreknowledge of faith" into the Apostle's circle of 
thought, he puts words before our eyes at which one must stop to think. On Romans 11:2. he 


remarks, Mag. p. 305, that the divine foreknowledge was the reason why God did not reject his 


people. For "Gods foreknowledge cannot err." This is vain verbiage. Just analyze the thoughts 
that come up! God's foreknowledge cannot err. Well, what then did God foreknow? That Israel 
would be and remain His people. All emphasis lies on this content of foreknowledge (of which, of 
course, nothing is read in Rom. 11:2). That God foreknew this is the reason why God does not 
reject his people, or why Israel is and remains God's people. So because Israel, as God infallibly 
foreknew, is and remains God's people, therefore she is and remains God's people and is not 
cast out! At Rom. 8:29, Mag. p. 309, this quid pro quo is repeated. God foreknew the conversion, 
the faith, the perseverance of the persons spoken of. And God's foreknowledge cannot err. So 
these persons also come to faith, persevere in it, and no cross or suffering hinders their 
glorification. God is merely passive in such foreknowledge. In that which takes place among men, 
in “faith, in persevering faith, which God simply observed beforehand, lies the ground of 
consolation, the punctum saliens Our sharp critic may twist and turn the words as he pleases, he 
always comes back in the end to the unthought: because these persons, as God infallibly foresaw, 
believe and persevere in faith, therefore they believe and persevere, and are saved in spite of 
cross and suffering. Finally, on the seventh, Fr. Eirich sometimes loses himself in downright silly, 
absurd assertions. He does not quite know what he calls Apost. 2, 23. as the object of God's 
foreknowledge, by virtue of which God revealed Christ. Mag. p. 298, he says that God foreknew 
the fall of man. Mag. p. 306 and 307 he interchanges the fall of man with the disobedience of the 
Jews. But finally he admits (p. 298), "we willingly acknowledge, that here, as in many passages 


of Holy Writ, it cannot be positively determined what is to be supplied.” It is more than naive 
when our Recensent, p. 310, expresses himself to the effect that just as well as we supplement 
"certain persons" as an object to the Tpoyvaotc, he may supplement "faith." The difference is 
only this: the "certain persons" are mentioned in the text: xxx Rom. 8, 29. "elect strangers" 1 Pet. 
1, 1. 2.; but of "faith" there is nothing to be read. For the sake of these and similar reasons we 
may reasonably spare ourselves and our readers a more detailed analysis of Father Eirich's 
interpretation of Scripture. G. St. 

Prof. Loy. In No. 5 of the Columbus "Magazine" there is an article from the pen of Prof. 
Loy, in which the proof is attempted that according to our doctrine 
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that faith in Christ is not necessary for justification and salvation. A more detailed refutation of 
this article is not necessary. First, because this subject has already been treated in detail in 
"Lehre und Wehre" (e. g. 1880 p. 353 ff., 1881 p. 109 f.); second, because L.'s accusation is 
based on a false presentation of our doctrine. According to his account, election would be nothing 
more to us than the naked determination to blessedness. Only after the determination to 
blessedness, that is, election itself, has taken place, would the determination to calling, faith, 
perseverance, etc., come. In this way L. creates a bogeyman for himself, against which he can 
then argue: if a man can be elected to salvation without having come to faith in Christ's merit, 
then faith in Christ is not necessary at all for justification and salvation. Now we have already 
explained a dozen times that eternal election is not our nude destiny to salvation, so that only 
after the election has been consummated would the destiny to faith etc. be added, but eternal 
election has only been consummated in such a way and by such a way that God provided us 
with calling, faith, sanctification, preservation. (Cf. that still written in the previous number of this 
journal p. 454. Note 1880 p. 109.) The eternal election, however, is the eternal separation of the 
blessed from the world; but this eternal separation only took place in such a way that God 
separated us in his eternal thoughts by means of calling, conversion, sanctification, etc. God 
seized us, seized us, seized us, seized us. God seized, grasped us in eternal election (aipéio8ai 
2 Thess. 2, 13.), but this seizing, grasping was only by calling, conversion, justification, etc., 
naturally in the eternal thoughts of God. This we have now so often said, and still all that is said 
is ignored (yet it should be familiar to every Lutheran already by the Confession. C. F. § 45.). 
Prof. L. is still able to write the following words, and to base a whole article on them: "If God can 
decide, without regard to the apprehension of Christ by faith, that a man shall infallibly be saved, 
so that in God's sight he is chosen to blessedness before he has faith, the counsel of election 
being the cause of faith, the appropriation of Christ (by faith) cannot be a necessary precondition 
of blessedness, since it is not a necessary requirement for election to blessedness." (p. 274.) In 
our doctrine of election, the objection that a man is elected to blessedness "without faith" has no 
meaning at all, because election to blessedness includes the determination to faith as a 


constituent part. Quite correctly, according to the words, L. says: "If God secures (guarantees) 
blessedness to a person, that person must have all that is necessary for blessedness." According 
to our scriptural and symbolical doctrine, God has provided the blessed in election with calling, 
conversion, justification, preservation, blessedness. See C. F. § 45. There the person has 
everything that is necessary for blessedness! According to the teaching of our opponents, 
however, God is to "judicially apply" all this to the blessed only after God has seen their conduct 
toward the grace offered. Because, according to Scripture and confession, we protest against 
the postponement of this conduct, they accuse us of securing salvation for men without their 
having all that is necessary for salvation. After all, according to the opposing doctrine, everything 
depends on human conduct. - What, on the other hand, fills out L.'s article is the strange use of 
the Scriptures. L. speaks of the relation in which faith stands in time to eternal election. One 
would think that he would take into account above all the passages of Scripture that deal with 
election. But this is not at all to be thought of with him. He cites very general passages that do 
not deal with election at all, such as Joh. 1, 12. 
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But unto many that received him he gave power to become the children of God." Marc. 16,16: 
"He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved," and seeks to infer from this the relation of 
faith to election. How God's word itself expressly determines this relation in the passages dealing 


with election, is of no concern to him. He sets up false conclusions (for in them he has 4 terms 
each time, in that he takes election either - judgment to filiation or - judgment to eternal life. But 
election and judgment to filiation or judgment to eternal life are different things) in place of the 
present revelation of God. The opponents have been guilty of this procedure from the beginning. 
And since they do not want to give it up in spite of our admonition, there is no common ground 
for a fruitful discussion. To what extent an inference to the eternal election is valid from God's 
execution of the council of grace in time has been shown before. E. G. 1880 P. 367. - Some 
naiveté also occurs in L.'s article. P. 274: "They (we are meant) take no little pains to make it 
appear that this scriptural expression (God has chosen us in Christ) does not mean that the elect 
were seen as being in Christ by faith." So L. concedes to his Ohioans, that to the same the 
interpretation of the words "in Christo" by "being in Christo by faith" appears to be the natural 
interpretation, although there is nothing there either of "being," or of "faith," and in the Greek the 


connection of the Iv Xpiotg or év avtg with 7ud¢, Eph. 1, 4., is linguistically impossible. P. 276 
f. he uses Luther's interpretation of "Many are called," etc. (E- A. 2, 85. 86) in such a way that 
from the same it would follow not only "in respect of faith," but also "in respect of suffering, good 


works,” etc. S. 286: "Our great dogmatists have uniformly argued, that because faith is 
necessary to justification, the foreknowledge of faith is also necessary to election." We have 
already had to seriously reproach L. once for making historically untrue assertions, for asserting 
into the day without making himself duly acquainted with the facts. But he has not yet become 


more careful. Chemnitz, for example, is one of the "great dogmaticians". Where is the above 
line of reasoning to be found with him? L. provide a proof here. FuP, 

Prof. Loy. We proved in the "Lutheran" of Oct. 1 that Prof. Loy was guilty of a falsehood 
when he said and wrote that Missouri had made peaceful negotiations on the controversial 
doctrine impossible. Loy, in the "Standard" of Oct. 15, attempts a sort of defense, the lameness 
of which puts the correctness of our evidence still more in the light. First, he passes over entirely 
with silence the fact that an extra meeting of the Synodal Conference was desired on our part 
for the settlement of the controversy. Nor does he know anything about the fact that in 
Milwaukee, after we had already been publicly attacked for a year, we declared ourselves ready 
for private negotiations, while L. took the side of Prof. S., who did not want to enter into any 
private negotiations. By passing over these points, L. actually declares himself guilty. He then 
tries to defend himself by a strange interpretation of the contracts which were concluded between 
the individual synods of the Synodal Conference. As far as we can understand him, he thinks 
that every synod has the right to publicly attack another synod as soon as the latter, in the opinion 
of the former, has publicly presented an error. What would L. have said, if we had immediately 
punished errors, which we found, for instance, in the "Standard," publicly before all the world in 
our publications? Would Ohio not have invoked § 7 of the "agreement" between Missouri and 
Ohio, where it says: "Should anything erroneous be found in the organ of one or the other synod? 
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If a disagreement in doctrine or practice is established, the part that observes it is obligated, if 
possible, to first hold it up privately to the person concerned in a fraternal manner and to do 
everything possible to ensure that the fraternal relationship is not disturbed by a disagreement 
in doctrine or practice that becomes apparent. We intend to apply the same rule in all similar 
cases"? Certainly Ohio would have invoked this paragraph in a given case. And if we had wanted 
to say with the present Ohio: our conscience obliges us to attack publicly at once what appears 
to us to be error, and afterwards we can negotiate fraternally, even Loy would have recognized 
that we had strange notions of fraternity. But now they say, "Yes, peasant, that is quite another 
thing." To those who cannot see that Ohio has now acted quite rightly, Loy counters with the 
desperate phrase: "That reveals a lack of sagacity or conscientiousness." - In "perspicacity" Loy 
now makes quite formidable. Just listen. We had written, "The Ohio Synod now, on the whole, 
professes a doctrine of the later dogmatists in opposition to the doctrine set forth in our 
Confession." These words were immediately followed by the proof in what way the new 
confession of the Ohio Synod was in contradiction with the Lutheran confession. What does the 


"astute" Loy, who finds "confusion" on our side, say to this? He rhetoricizes quite naively that 


the Ohio Synod says that it not only professes the intuitu fidei, but also the doctrine of the 
Formula of Concord. Before this "perspicacity" all counter-speech must truly fall silent. Whoever 
still dares to say that Ohio is in opposition to the Lutheran confession, violates the truth! - Only 
two things may be briefly recalled. Loy declared in 1877 that if one said that the election was 
held in regard to faith, then "it could easily lead to error." On October 15, 1881, he wanted to 
interpret this in this way: He had probably meant that one should rather say: "in view of the merit 
of Christ taken in faith." Is it judgement of heart if we call this a pitiful evasion? Next, in the same 


number of the "Standard" is found the following remark, "The grace of God in Christ to all men, 
and the election to filiation and blessedness of them that believe on his name, may be thought 
ridiculous in St. Louis, - but to us," &c. So writes a man who refers to God's righteous judgment 
at the beginning of his article! Verily, he who can write such a thing has forfeited the right to be 
considered an actual opponent. Evidently the files of this controversy are beginning to close. 
F. P. 

Ohio's "Trumpet Note." The Ohio Synod has the following "confession" of the election of 
grace: "1. If by election of grace is understood, as the Concordia formula does, the whole 
"decree, counsel, will, and ordinance of God, concerning our redemption, calling, justification, 
and salvation," then we believe, teach, and confess that the election of grace is the cause of our 
salvation, and of all that somehow belongs to it, thus also of our redemption and calling, of our 
faith and our perseverance in faith. Thus understood, election by grace precedes faith, as the 
cause of its effect. (2) If, however, by election of grace, as the dogmatists generally do, we 
understand only that God in eternity has chosen certain individuals before others, and has 
infallibly destined them to salvation out of the general way of salvation, we believe, teach, and 
confess that the election of grace took place in view of the merit of Christ taken by faith, or, more 
briefly expressed, but exactly so understood, in view of faith. According to this view, then, in the 
view of God, faith precedes election, as the rule according to which one chooses precedes 
election. 
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The election, properly speaking, is not the cause of faith. (3) The mystery of the election of grace 
is not that we do not know with certainty from God's word what rule God has followed in the 
selection of persons, but rather: a. That no one but God knows who belongs to the elect; d. That 
we men are not able to see through and comprehend the marvellous decrees and guidance of 
God's grace concerning individuals as well as whole nations. (4) The certainty of the individual 
that he belongs to the elect is, before the hour of death, conditional or ordered, i.e., bound to a 
certain condition or order, but under this condition and in this order it is also infallible." - 
Furthermore, the Synod "confessed": "Again, we hereby confess the doctrine of election by 
grace, as contained in the Formula of Concord, and as it has been conducted in conformity 
therewith by the doctrinal fathers of our Church, on the whole, ever and ever; in particular, we 
hold to be scriptural and sym bolic, and thus well Lutheran, the doctrine of our fathers, that the 
ordinance of the elect to eternal life was effected in view of faith, i.e., in view of that which is by 
faith, The phrases which are subsequently added to this "confession" are most peculiar. The 


Standard calls it the "clarion voice," which shows Lutherans a "truly Lutheran home. What a 
pity that Lutherans do not appreciate Ohio's musical achievement! The "Gemeindeblatt" of the 
Wisconsin Synod writes: "We call attention to the fact that in the so-called confessional 
statements (of the Ohio Synod) the important concession is made that the Concordia formula 
does not know anything about election "in view of faith", but rather that if one teaches election 
"in view of faith", one understands the election of grace differently than our confession, the 
Concordia formula. It sounds all the more strange, then, when the Synod, without renouncing 
those theses, after discussing them, confesses: "...in particular, we hold that the teaching of our 
fathers, that the ordinance of the elect to eternal life was made in view of faith, is in accordance 
with Scripture and symbol, and thus well Lutheran." So much for the "church bulletin" on 
Wheeling's "trombone sounding." But Ohio's achievement in brass music becomes even more 
marvelous when we add some accompanying notes, which the "Standard" of October 22 blows 
after the "Confession," to the main "trombone note." The "Standard" evidently has in mind the 
statement just made by the "Gemeindeblatt," without, however, revealing to its audience that the 
Ohio "trombone note" was found to be discordant in the Wisconsin Synod. The auditorium shall 
think, alone the "Missourians" do not want to find Ohio's performance beautiful. The "Standard" 
therefore tries to make people "who are not friendly to the Ohio Synod" understand how 
harmonious the confessional tone sounds, even if it is composed of seemingly discordant 
elements. He decrees: it is all one. Whether one accepts election in the broader sense or election 
in the narrower sense, and accordingly places faith in time behind election or before election: on 
this - nothing matters at all. Yes, "it is a mere matter of preference whether this doctrine is 
expounded in this way or in that way. Choice may be taken in the broader or in the narrower 
sense, if only what is said is according to the breadth of the term, so that the doctrine remains 
the same." Quite excellent! Let the choice be taken broadly or narrowly; only the doctrine of 
choice must always remain the same. If only one could accomplish this feat! The authors of the 
Concordia formula have not managed it. In Ohio's view, they take election "in the broad sense," 
and say, § 24: "All this is done according to the 
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Scripture comprehended in the doctrine of God's eternal election to filiation and eternal 
blessedness, is also to be understood by it, and never excluded nor omitted, when speaking of 
the interposition, providence, election, and ordinance of God to blessedness." The Concordia 
formula, then, intends to know only of one, not also of the other, the "narrower sense" of the 
Ohioans; it excludes the latter. Likewise, not all the "fathers" were disposed to leave the choice 
between the wider and narrower sense to the taste of each. Caspar Léscher writes: "The word 
predestination has a wider meaning, not in Scripture, but in the symbolical books. Therefore we 
again distinguish between the symbolical and the scriptural meaning of the word; the latter is a 
wider, the latter a narrower. The latter has no place here, except that we exclude it; the latter is 
treated of here. For we set forth this doctrine from Scripture. Therefore this has to be done with 


the words of Scripture, and in the sense which they have in Scripture (Theol. thet. Wittenb. 
1701, p. 248). So neither the Concordia Formula nor all the "Fathers" like the "trumpet tone" of 
the Ohio Synod, to which Loy postludes that the Synod did not even say which view it preferred 


(not even expressed a preference). Whether the Ohio Synod could still tell the world which 
concept, whether the broader or the narrower one, it finds taught in Scripture? Are there still 
people in the world who care which concept is according to Scripture? Further, the Concordia 


formula takes the TPOVIVWOKELV Rom. 8, 29. - provided, while those whom the Ohio Synod 


calls "fathers" construe the same word in connection with the object oUc of foreseeing faith. Is it 
also a mere matter of taste to take the word thus or thus? We think that all who were not before 
"tuned" to Ohio will reckon the "trumpet note" sounded in the "Confession" among those notes 
in which it is impossible to know "what is whistled or sharpened" (1 Cor. 14:7.). The Standard, in 
the same number, reports that six pastors formerly of the Missouri Synod, prompted by the sound 
of the Ohio Synod at Wheeling, will meet at Blue Island, Ills. on Nov. 16, "to organize a District 
Synod of their own, which will hereafter join the Ohio Synod." Yes, he happily reports, "We have 
it from a very reliable source that quite a dozen pastors formerly connected with Missouri will be 
present and take part in the organizing." But while he was so eagerly turning his eyes westward 
to spy the effect of Wheeling's "trombone sound," he quite missed what was taking place near 
him. The "Lutheran" of November 1 will instruct him. "We have it from a very reliable source" that 
about two dozen pastors formerly connected or still connected with the Ohio Synod are expected 
to meet in Pittsburg, Pa. on Nov. 15, to deliberate steps against the false confession of the Ohio 
Synod. It is probable that the "trombone sounding" of Wheeling is driving more out of the "home" 
than it is luring into it. The moral of the story is: If you want to set the tone, set the right one. F. 
P. 

Prof. Stellhorn has Balduin's explanation of Rom. 8, 28. ff. printed in No. 5 of the 


"Magazine". Balduin, with the later theologians, interprets that of the foreknowledge of faith. 

Balduin is thus to refute us, and we are represented as such as differ from "all the famous 
id 

Lutheran exegetes" in the interpretation of the TPOVIVMOKELV. A few remarks are in place 

here. First, it is not true that "all our famous Lutheran exegetes" agree with Balduin 
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In the interpretation of Rom. 8. and specifically of the Tpoytvdoxketv "in all essential points." 
Concur. Luther and Chemnitz are certainly also "famous Lutheran exegetes" and both did not 


TPOYWOOKELW from foreseeing the faith. 


stood. Yes, our confession itself, with Luther, renders the word with "provided," etc. (Cf. L. u. W. 
1880 p. 135 f.) We are thus here confronted with an either-or. A consensus of the Fathers in the 


interpretation of the TPOYWOOKELW is. 


not there. St.'s, "So Balduin, and with him all our famous Lutheran exegetes agree in all essential 
points," is an untrue phrase. Either one gives with Luther, Chemnitz, Concordia formula, etc., the 


TPOYLVMGKELV with "provided" 


again and then has the later theologians against him, or one interprets the word of the 
foreknowledge of faith and then has Luther, Chemnitz, Concordia formula, etc. against him. That's 
the way it is. Secondly, we are very much disconcerted that St. in particular almost always argues 
against us only with the exegesis of the "Fathers". St. was just the one who used to scoff when 
we made use of certain interpretations of the Fathers. One should read St.'s essay in the 
Brobstsche Monatshefte 1872 pp. 1-12. The essay is entitled: "The Proof of Scripture or: Have | 
Really Proved a Thing from the Bible?" It is directed against exegetical treatises which had 
appeared in "Lehre und Wehre" and in the Columbus "Kirchenzeitung" and - as St. himself 
remarks - closely followed our "Old Ones." We put some passages from the article here: "As 
author (of an article in "L. u. W." Jahrg. 1870 with the headline: To answer the question: Whether 
the marriage of a widower with his deceased wife's sister is divinely forbidden or not?') is named 
as Rev. Franz Schmitt. He answers the above question negatively, as did our old dogmatists, 
Luther in his later years, and in our time, as is well known, Prof. Walther. The right or the duty to 
answer that question in the negative is taken from Mr. Past. Sch., like all those mentioned, takes 
it first and foremost from the 6th verse of Leviticus 18, where he unhesitatingly "imitates" his 
orthodox predecessors, and so on. After St. then gives the proof, which Past. Sch. has "copied" 
from the "fathers," he continues: "Thus it stands with the main proof of Mr. Past. Sch. and his 
comrades in spirit concerning this point, as anyone can easily convince himself who takes a close 
exegetical look at the matter. What, therefore, will Mr. Past. Sch.'s article, no matter how well- 
intentioned, e.g. with a non-Lutheran who can control his reasoning? . . ... If such articles do not 
harm the spread of pure Lutheran doctrine, then that is merely God's grace." Consider, St. says 
this of a proof of Scripture taken from the "ancients" and which "our old dogmatists have well and 
truly". In 1871 the Columbus "Kirchenzeitung" had published an article with the headline "The 
Devil in Samuel's Shape. 1 Sam. 28, 3-19." Stellhorn sends the "Kirchenzeitung" home with its 
proof taken from the "ancients" thus: "Let not our ancients, who, highly graced as they were, yet 
always remained fallible men, be credited with their interpretation, which cannot be proved by 
anything, as the only scriptural one, but hold to the clear Word of God" (p. 11). On p. 3, St. says: 
"| also consider it a friendly service to be helpful to my fellow believers and to wash away a 
disfiguring stain." So also an exegesis, which "our old dogmatists well and truly" had, St. then 
called "a disfiguring stain" for our theology! And now? To be sure, even now St. occasionally says: 
"our fathers are not infallible," for to say the opposite explicitly would be ill-advised among 
Lutherans. But look at St.'s present articles. Now it is emphatically said: "Thus writes the- 
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Thus writes the acknowledged greatest dogmatist of the Lutheran Church", "Thus teaches 
Gerhard, the so-called prince among the faithful Lutheran dogmatists" (whose interpretation of 
Deut. 18 St. formerly brought under the rubric "distorting stain"), "Thus teaches all the famous 
Lutheran exegetes" (of whose interpretation of Deut. 18 he formerly thought it was only God's 
grace that they did no harm). What thoughts one gets when one compares St.'s present 
pronouncements with the earlier ones! St. imitates the bland lowans, who still tirelessly write 
against us, and who once contemptuously called our theology the theology of repropriation, but 
who have now been acting for years as the saviours of the old Lutheran theologians. - One more 
thing should be mentioned here. St. precedes the reprint of Balduin's interpretation with an 


introduction directed against E. W. K.. In it the following words occur: "(E. W. K.) must, either 
by some organic fault, not know to-day, what he solemnly declared yesterday, or he is a 
hypocrite of the worst kind" . .. Let him ,,tarry at Jericho until his beard be grown’ .... At the 
end of the article it says: "Thus Balduin and with him all our celebrated Lutheran exegetes 
agree in all essential points. And this goes far in consoling us for the disagreement of that 
theological and moral model E. W. K. " Thus St. writes, without having made even an attempt 


to refute E. W. K.'s article, or to point out its "arrogant and contemptuous manner". To contend 
with St. much longer could only be detrimental to the good cause. God's serious, holy cause 


suffers by arguing about the same with opponents who polemicize so haughtily and (sit venia 
verbo) so meanly. F. P. 
Il. Abroad. 


Lack of preachers in Hanover. Dr. Minkel writes: Oberconsistorial-Rath Dr. Disterdieck 
repeated his complaint at the district synod in Hildesheim that of Hanover's 1067 pastorates 101 
were vacant on January 1 of this year, and that according to a survey at the higher educational 
institutions it will take another eight years before the lack of preachers is remedied. - How times 
have changed! What an abundance of preaching candidates there used to be in all the German 
national churches, so that the candidates often had to wait ten years, or serve as home teachers, 
before they could obtain a pastorate! W. 

Schleswig-Holstein. The Leipzig Allg. Kz. of August 26 reported the following: As a result 
of a complaint filed by Deac. Lihr at the Consistory in Kiel against Pastor J. Paulsen in Kropp 
because of insult, committed in No. 8 of the "Kropper Kirchl. Anzeiger", the Consistory has 
expressed its "serious disapproval about it" to Pastor Paulsen under August 3, that he claims of 
Luhr that the latter "chloroforms his conscience" and interprets his oath of office with such ruses 
that with such reasons every oath could be taken, if one only thought something else about it. 
The Consistory warns him against similar outrages, since he is not called to be a judge in this 
matter. Pastor Paulsen publishes this with the remark: "About the importance of this decree no 
one will be in doubt. It is the first protection of the liberal clergy, and it is the more significant 
because the Consistory does not speak of the outrages of the liberals." 

Nihilism. There we read: In Berlin, under the title The Development of Nihilism, a book by 
Nicolai Karlowitsch has appeared in its third edition, which gives very noteworthy explanations 
about the nihilistic tendencies and about the anarchy that is spreading more and more in Russia 
and by which Germany, indeed all Europe, is being affected. The final verdict of the trial about 
the nihilists reads: "What the real and accomplished nihi - 
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As for those who do not merely go with the fashion, but to whom the theories have become 
second nature, they are decidedly not to be cured at all. How and with what should one act ona 
man who does not recognize heaven and hell, a sense of duty, decency, and honor, and who 
considers himself only a piece of animal cadavers in which nerves and brain reflexes are still 
temporarily active? With the cow whose milk he drinks, with the ox whose flesh he eats, the nihilist 
puts himself on a level and annuls all ideal and family concepts which these animals do not have 
either." 

France. As a result of a resolution passed by the Council of State, neither ecclesiastical or 
religious institutions nor individual church servants may henceforth accept gifts for charitable 
purposes in France. This decision, as the "Pilgrim a. S." of August 21 rightly points out, affects 
the Protestants there far more severely than the Roman Protestants, who are already in 
possession of rich funds. 

Lauenburg. In the Leipziger Allgem. Kz. of Sept. 30 we read: "Also in Lauenburg there is a 
separation. Pastor R. Hanewinkel in Mustin intends to leave the Lauenburg regional church, 
because this year's Lauenburg district synod has given too great a blow to the old church 
discipline, as prescribed in the Lauenburg church order, with reference to Article 38 of the state 
law of April 6, 1878." Probably the reason given here for separation is not the only one. 

W. 

Russian Church. The paper "Unter dem Kreuze" of September 3 reports among other 
things the following: In the ecclesiastical field one seems to be dealing with great plans in Russia. 
Already at the time of the last Vatican Council in Rome (1870) there was repeated talk of 
convening an ecumenical council of the Greek Orthodox Church, which, after a break of several 
hundred years, was to represent the national churches of Turkey, Russia, Greece, Serbia, 
Rumania and the Slavic provinces of Austria-Hungary, and to present them as a unified church 
body. This project, which was issued at that time, has now been resumed, as the "Hamb. 
Correspondent" reports. The chief procurator of the Russian Synod, Pobedonoszeff, the former 
educator of Emperor Alexander Ill, apparently has the intention of setting up a Slavic 
ecclesiastical exhibition under Russian auspices, through which the Slavic pilgrimage to Rome, 
which took place a few months ago under the leadership of the Croatian Bishop StroBmayer, 
would be countered.... But the execution of this plan should not be easy. The various Greek 
Orthodox Churches are so jealous of each other that it seems quite impossible for them to hold 
a joint church meeting. As is well known, the Patriarch of Constantinople considers himself the 
head of all "orthodox" churches. But Russia, too, which had already abolished the dignity of the 
Moscow Patriarch under Peter the Great in favor of state power, will in its capacity as a Slavic 
superpower lay claim to the presidential right, and Bulgaria, too, which has only recently 
separated itself from the ecclesiastical supremacy of Constantinople, should likewise feel little 
inclination to make a concession to the Patriarch. In Athens, finally, anti-Russian tendencies play 
just as great a role as in Belgrade jealousies against the Patriarch, who has seen the states 
detached from Turkey only very reluctantly leave their dependence on his See. The unity of the 
Greek Catholic Church is thus a mere fiction, and the ecumenical council, if it were to come about, 
would only serve to reveal the disunity of the various members of the Church. 

Young Estonians and Latvians. Under this heading, Dr. Minkel writes in his "N. Zeitblatt" 
of September 1: "After the Lutheran Church in the Baltic Provinces 
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The German Church, which has suffered long and severely from the attacks of the Russian 
Church, is attacked from another side. The Germans form the minority and mainly hold the cities. 
The great majority of the people are Estonian and Latvian, and live in the country. The drive in 
Russia for Slavicism has now infected the Baltic provinces. A young Estonian and Latvian party 
has been formed, whose watchword is: "Death to the Germans." 

Saxony. In the Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt of September 8 we read: As we have 
already reported, a disciplinary investigation has also been instituted against Pastor Sulze- 
Dresden on the part of the Consistory because of his teaching of Confirmation which 
fundamentally deviates from the doctrine of the Church, and he has been called upon to make 
a written statement about the remarks in question. Sulze, as reported in the "Deutsche 
Protestantenblatt," gave the following answer: 1) he did not need the Ebionite expression "mere 
man," because he considered it wrong; 2) he emphasized the true humanity of JEsu; for whoever 
doubted it would dispense with the following of JEsu and thus with his highest task in life; 3) he 
considered the fact that "God was in Christ" to be the most important thing in life: "God was in 
Christ" he holds fast, because he holds fast Christianity, religion, and faith in the kingdom of God 
in general; 4) the church can demand nothing further of him, and he does not allow a servile 
yoke to be put upon him. - Everyone understands that this is not a round, clear confession of 
one who holds fast the second article in faith. What will happen now, one may well ask, especially 
in view of Scholze's case? For there in Scholze's case there was only renitence against human 
order in the church; here in Sulze's case there is renitence against the divine order and the 
divine way of faith. We hardly need to add the admonition to us clergy to ask for strength and 
wisdom from above for our Consistory, so that it may take the right steps here. 

The Spartan Education of Modern Christianity. We read the following in the paper 
"Unter dem Kreuze" (Under the Cross) of July 30: "That the retrograde movement toward the 
most one-sided and pernicious views and institutions of pre-Christian paganism is always on the 
increase in the field of schooling is nowhere more evident than in France. It is a peculiar 
coincidence that at the same time as the Minister of Education is fighting the motion that the 
doctrine of God should be taught to the youth, the Minister of War is earning the applause of the 
people's representatives with his communications about the "school youth in arms. The motion 
had been made that the school youth should be provided with rifles and trained in the use of 
weapons, since it was not sufficient for them to be trained only in gymnastics when they entered 
the army. The Minister of War then declared that the Ministry had already considered this 
question and had ordered a large number of rifles for this purpose. But it is not France alone 
where the training of youth to be warriors and citizens is coming more and more to the fore. A 
few months ago it was already written from Sweden that the schools and seminaries would also 
be affected by a prospective reorganization of the army. The "PreuBische Schulzeitung" 
(Prussian School Journal) reported at the end of May that, according to the proposals of a military 
committee specially appointed for this purpose, the pupils of the Swedish grammar schools and 
other higher educational institutions, as well as the school teachers' seminaries, would in future 
be trained at their schools as sub-corporals, corporals, sergeants and non-commissioned 
officers, and that exercises and shooting would therefore be introduced as subjects in all schools, 
so that young people would already acquire skill in the use of weapons. The qualification for the 
rank of non-corporal is to be determined in the final examination, so that the young people can 
perform the service of non-commissioned officers as soon as they enter military service. At the 
university and at other institutions of higher learning the 
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students to develop their military knowledge and skills while pursuing their professional studies, 
and to advance according to their abilities throughout the duration of their military service. 
Whether these provisions are generally binding, or whether the young men are to be left free to 
choose whether to enter the military career as sub-commanders, has not yet been expressly 
stated; however, it appears from the principle adopted by the Military Committee in its report that 
schools of command are to be connected with the grammar schools and seminaries, that military 
service for these students begins at school and is obligatory there as in the battalion. Once, 
however, the school in one or the other state has been made a preparatory school for the army, 
or rather has been enrolled in the army in this way, it is safe to assume that other states will follow 
suit. Just as the general arming of the people has been introduced in almost all other European 
states as a result of Prussia's action, and Europe has thus been transformed into a great war 
camp, so Prussia is least likely to be left behind when it comes to making the school, which is 
separate from the church, the serving handmaiden of the army. The "PreuBische Schulzeitung" 
already declares that the elementary school teacher, who is at the same time a non- 
commissioned officer, will be able to educate defenders of the fatherland in the fullest sense of 
the word, an opinion that is not new in Prussia, but has been most vividly held in certain circles 
from time immemorial. All that is needed, therefore, is an external impulse to bring it to practical 
fruition. Thus, even in Prussian Germany, the ultimate goal of popular education and popular 
happiness opens up the impatient prospect of a kind of Spartan education and discipline. It cannot 
be denied that in Sparta the martial prowess of the people was once fostered by this, but in such 
a pernicious one-sidedness that even the ancient pagans recognized and disapproved of it. Its 
triumph was the ruin of Greek liberty, the annihilation of free citizenship, the destruction of all the 
higher ideal aspirations by which the Athenian statesmen and citizens had raised their father city 
to the pinnacle of glory, art, and science. What will be the consequences for the whole culture of 
"Christian" Europe if the school, which is completely alienated from the church, is only taken over 
by the non-commissioned officer and made subservient to the army? 

Schleswig-Holstein. Pastor Paulsen writes in his Kropper Anzeiger No. 31. among other 
things: "Verily, as long as there is even one unbelieving pastor in a church, there is upon the 
church the ban which was upon Israel when Achan committed his theft. Every visitation which is 
held with these ministers is an acknowledgment on the part of the church that faith and unbelief 
may reign in it at the same time. It is an indelible disgrace to the church that in it must be written 
against unbelieving clergymen at all." On this the paper "Under the Cross" of September 3 
remarks, among other things: "These are brave words. It is only a pity that they are not matched 
by deeds! But what is done with mere words? Andre also wanted this before Pastor Paulsen. 
They have striven and worked for it in the national churches for decades, even for a whole human 
life. They have written their fingers lame and pronounced their lungs. But they, like Pastor 
Paulsen, have achieved nothing with all their writing and speaking. And how then? Then they 
practiced again in 'silence' and in ‘carrying’, and everything remained as it was. Pastor Paulsen 
does the same. This is shown in No. 33 of the 'Kropper Anzeiger’. It says: Diaconus Luhr has 
complained to the Royal Consistory that | have severely insulted him and his companions in No. 
8 of the Anzeiger. The Royal Consistory has demanded an explanation from me, and | have 
replied that | am all- 
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If, however, | had called Lihr an insignificant man and the terror child of the liberals, this could 
at least have been omitted’. (Why then?) "What | otherwise wrote about Lihr and his comrades- 
in-arms, however, | would have written so well-considered that | could not retract a word of it, 
but must even now write just the same. | would have written in such a way with the full conviction 
that | could be held legally responsible for it, but this could not keep me from telling the truth. | 
do not know two directions in the church. Whoever does not stand on the confessions is not a 
member of the church, and such a clergyman is consequently not my brother in office, but my 
opponent. On August 3, the Royal Consistory expressed its "serious disapproval of my claiming 
that Luhr "chloroformed his conscience" and that he interpreted his oath of office with such ruses 
that any oath could be taken with such reasons, if one only thought otherwise. The Royal 
Consistory warns me against similar outrages, since | am not appointed judge in this matter. | 
am merely communicating this incident because the first communication came from the liberal 
side. No one will be in any doubt about the significance of this decree. It is the first protection of 
the liberal clergy on the part of the Consistory, and it is all the more significant because the Royal 
Consistory does not speak of the excesses of the liberals. The existence of clergymen who 
openly deny the fundamental truths of Christianity and the Church is such a grave affront to the 
right of all Lutheran Christians that, by virtue of the Protestant right of which the liberals are so 
fond of speaking, everyone is called to bear open witness to his Lord and Savior, and whoever 
does not do so is a traitor! The conditions in our church are such a crying emergency that 
everyone is called upon to take up the sword without further ado, and to 'take back the invading 
enemies’ (the invading enemies? we would think they had invaded long ago, and had so 
established themselves that they are even ‘taken into protection’ by the Consistory). and not wait 
until he is called to a competent place. Above all, however, it is the clergy on whom the common 
people rightly look in this holy struggle. It is our right to be watchmen in the house of God, and 
no church authority can demand of us that we be dumb dogs. We are therefore only guarding 
our right and exercising our duty when we loudly raise our voices in testimony against the false 
teachers who are corrupting the vineyard of God. If we have to suffer punishment from temporal 
and spiritual courts for this, let us remember that it has been this way since the times of Stephen, 
and that we are therefore in noble company, and that the Lord foretold it to his disciples. As long 
as false teachers are tolerated in the church, | will not be silent, and | will endure whatever 
punishments the ecclesiastical and governmental authorities may determine. | would rather fall 
with Christ than stand without Christ! Silence, in my eyes, is a majestic crime against Christ.' 
'Silence,' then, is not what Pastor Paulsen wants either. What does he want, then? He wants to 
write and speak and suffer. There is only one thing he does not want: he does not want to 
renounce an ecclesiastical community in which the ‘fundamental truths of Christianity and the 
Church are denied’, the 'consciences are chloroformed' and the conditions are so 'outrageous' 
that everyone is called upon to take up the sword without further ado. So Pastor Paulsen wants 
to fight, and it cannot be ignored; he shows great courage with words and strikes out bravely. 
Only this 'holy struggle’ must not lead to decisive deeds: the false church must not be 
abandoned, but must be preserved at all costs. Is not this then a mere sham fight?" 
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That article by a "Missourian" in the "Allgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung." 


From time to time the "Allgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung" brought reports 
on the Grace Election controversy in the American Lutheran Church. These reports 
were usually either written by those who were more or less hostile to us, or they were 
based on material which came from the opposing camp. Thus a "Missourian" (Pastor 
Stéckhardt) thought it advisable to send an objective report to Luthardt's 
Kirchenzeitung, so that the readers of the latter would have the opportunity to hear 
"the other side" and to form an impartial opinion. Among the readers of the 
"Allgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung" there are certainly some who would like to 
know for what doctrine Missouri is now being accused of apostasy to Calvinistic 
heresy. Prof. Luthardt printed the submitted article in the number of October 21 and 
added an editorial note to it. This note has now been partially printed in this country. 
"Herold und Zeitschrift" of November 19 says: "'A Missourian’ sent a lengthy article 
to the Leipzig 'Kirchenzeitung,' wherein the writer sets forth the status controversiae 
and the course of the doctrinal controversy thus far, so that those 'over there’ may 
know the full truth. The editors printed the submission, but noted that they did not 
want to open a debate. If, however, it agrees in the basic lines with the doctrinal 
exposition, a number of questions, of which it mentions only a few, nevertheless 
force themselves upon it." Hereupon a part of the note of the 'Kirchenzeitung' is 
printed. So that no one will get the wrong idea about the article of the "Missourier" 
from the "Note" printed in part or in full, we have placed the article together with the 
"Note" of the Leipzig "Kirchenzeitung" here. At the same time, we also want to 
respond briefly to the "questions" that Prof. Luthardt has mentioned as imposing 
themselves upon him. 
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On the doctrinal controversy over the "election of grace”. 


From America. 


The doctrinal controversy concerning "election by grace," which at present 
agitates the North American Lutheran Church, is also frequently discussed in 
ecclesiastical circles in Germany. That the Missouri Synod's teaching on 
predestination is contradicted from most sides is not unexpected. But we Missourians 
are anxious to learn the full truth about the status controversiae and the course of the 
doctrinal controversy. And since this "church newspaper," from which many draw 
their news about America, is certainly not interested in spreading false notes or 
misrepresentations, the editor of the latter has been asked by the undersigned to 
include the following objective report about the state and course of affairs, which at 
the same time contains a correction of earlier reports, in its columns. 

The doctrine of election by grace, which the Missouri Synod at present 
advocates, has been testified to many times before, e. g. in the Gospel Postil of Prof. 
Walther (sermon on the Sunday of Septuagint) and in the proceedings of a pastoral 
conference in 1873. In 1877 it was treated at length in the Synod of the Western 
District. For more than a year the synodal report in question remained uncontested. 
In the early part of 1879 Prof. Schmidt, teacher at the Norwegian Synod Theological 
Seminary at Madison, Wisconsin, raised the first objection. He drew up antitheses 
and sent the same to several pastors and professors of the Missouri Synod. On the 
occasion of the Synodical Convention of 1879, this difference was privately 
colloquied, but without success. In the fall of 1879, the Synod of the Western District 
went over the last of the theses on the doctrine of election by grace, which had been 
prepared by Prof. Walther, and in this discussion the objections of the opponents, 
which had in the meantime become known in some circles, were also considered. 
Now Prof. Schmidt saw himself induced to come out publicly against the doctrine of 
the Missouri Synod in a newly founded theological journal, "Altes und Neues," the 
first number of which appeared in January, 1880. In the meantime, he had found 
several supporters outside and inside the Missouri Synod, who also contributed 
articles to his journal. Thereupon Prof. Walther fixed and defended our position in the 
"Lutheraner" 1880 in 13 theses. 

Above all, this doctrine of ours was more fully explained and substantiated in 
our theological journal, "Lehre und Wehre," year 1880, in treatises on dogma history 
and exegesis. At the same time the general presiding officer of the Missouri Synod, 
Rev. Schwan, the president of the Synodal Conference (i. e., the union of the 
Missouri Synod, Ohio Synod, Wisconsin Synod, Minnesota Synod, and the 
Norwegian 
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Synod), the now deceased Prof. Lehmann in Columbus, to call an extra meeting of 
the Synodal Conference to settle the doctrinal dispute that had broken out. This 
presentation, however, was without result. The Missouri Synod now considered it its 
next task to convince those of its own pastors who had taken Prof. Schmidt's side of 
the symbolical nature of their doctrine. To this end the general pastoral conference, 
already discussed several times, was held in Chicago in October, 1880. The focus of 
the discussion was the question whether the "election" which the Formula of Concord 
(11th Article) calls "a cause" of our conversion and blessedness is "election" in the 
proper strict sense of the word, the "election which alone passes over the children of 
God," or whether here "election" is identical with the general will of grace, the counsel 
of universal salvation and calling. The former we maintain, the latter our opponents. 
The scriptural controversy came to a head on the same point. The controversy was, 
and is, whether the election of the children of God to eternal life depends on faith, or 
whether faith, filiation, blessedness, flow in general from the eternal election of God. 
After the Chicago Colloquium had won over some opponents, fortified some 
waverers, but strengthened five of our pastors in their opposing position, as they 
thought, further decision was postponed to the Synod of Delegates of 1881 and a 
second general pastoral conference contemplated for the same time. 

In the meantime, the Norwegian Synod had requested a colloquium between 
the theological professors and presidents of all synods of the Synodal Conference, 
to which the representatives of the Missouri Synod immediately agreed. This 
colloquium was held in Milwaukee in January, 1881. As in Chicago the Concordia 
formula was used, so here the Scriptures were the basis. But the desired agreement 
was not reached in this way. On the contrary, Prof. Loy, teacher at the theological 
seminary of the Ohio Synod in Columbus, came forth at the beginning of the year 
1881 with a new monthly journal, "Columbus Theological Magazine," in which he 
charged us with the worst Calvinistic errors. Thus also our journal, "Lehre und 
Wehre,” was pushed more and more into actual polemics, which it continues to the 
present hour. It is not because of this, as was recently reported about us, that 
Missouri answered the counter-witnesses of Schmidt and the Ohioans with silence. 
A glance at our literature proves the opposite. Since the doctrine of the election by 
grace had been sufficiently discussed on all sides for years, and had also been 
brought to the understanding of the congregations by two tracts of Dr. Walther, it was 
not premature that the general Missouri Synod of Delegates, which was composed 
of all District Synods, should publicly speak on this matter in May of this year as the 
representative of the Missouri Synod. 
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testimony. This it did by almost unanimously (against five votes) confessing the 
above-mentioned 13 theses published in the "Lutheran". 

Further negotiations with the five protesting pastors took place at the second 
general pastoral conference that followed the synod. Since they insisted on their 
protest and declared the sentence that God had chosen us for calling, for conversion, 
for faith, to be Calvinistic, and since the dissent in doctrine had thus proven to be 
incurable, nothing remained but to constatirir this discord and to renounce further 
peaceful cooperation. Soon thereafter, the protesters also left the Missouri Synod, 
either by voluntarily declaring their resignation or by being suspended from the 
synodal community by the respective presidents. The latter was unavoidable, since 
those concerned had already drawn their congregations into the dispute and taken 
them against the synod. Thus, within the Missouri Synod, the matter has been settled 
and full doctrinal unity restored. Recently the Ohio Synod, in its synodal session in 
September, also took a stand on the burning question and formally adopted the 
sentence that the election was made in view of the faith, as a scriptural and symbolic 
expression. Thirteen pastors have protested against this and are determined to give 
practical effect to the protest.*) At the same time, the Ohio Synod has withdrawn 
from the Synodal Conference. The Missouri Synod still maintains the old connection 
with the other synods, since the majority of their members confess the same doctrine 
that we defend, and hope to come to terms with the dissenters through further 
negotiations. This, in brief, is the course of the much-discussed doctrinal 
controversy. 

We would like to add a word about the doctrine itself. The readers of the 
"Kirchenzeitung" have, for the most part, drawn their judgment on the doctrine of the 
Missouri Synod on the election of grace only from the torn remarks and fragments 
of our publications in this paper, from which, however, only a one-sided, skewed 
judgment could be gained. It is an act of justice, however, that all who criticize this 
"new Missouri doctrine" take note of the sources themselves. Only he who takes the 
trouble to examine our testimonies, e.g., "Lehre und Wehre," volumes 1880 and 
1881, and Dr. Walther's three tracts on the election-of-grace doctrinal controversy 
(the last of which is a "Be- 


*Herold und Zeitschrift, 1881, No. 39, p. 155, reports that most of the original protesting 
clergy have withdrawn their protest, so that "in the end only four pastors, three without 
congregations and one with a congregation, will go to Missouri. - That "H. u. Z." was badly 
reported, experience has taught. About a dozen pastors have so far either resigned from the 
Ohio Synod, or have suspended their communion with it. 
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If you read the "leuchtung" of the treatise by Prof. Stellhorn, who has since been 
appointed professor at the theological seminary in Columbus, Ohio, and compare it 
with the aforementioned writings of our opponents and apply the standard of 
Scripture and symbol to both representations, you are qualified and entitled to 
participate and judge here. Only in order to prevent the grossest misunderstandings, 
which one encounters even in German publications, do we wish to give a brief outline 
of our doctrine and at the same time place the doctrine of predestination in the 
context of the Christian doctrine of salvation. 

God wants that all men are helped, that all men, all sinners become blessed. 
And because this is his earnest will, he has decided from eternity to redeem the 
sinful world. Christ carried out this plan of redemption and died for the ungodly. 
Christ is the propitiation for the sin of the whole world. And because salvation is 
found in Christ, in Christ alone, it is God's earnest will that all men, all sinners, should 
believe in Christ. Therefore the grace of Jesus Christ is offered to all sinners by the 
Holy Spirit through the gospel, and indeed earnestly offered, so that no one has an 
excuse if he rejects it. On the other hand, it is God's work and grace alone when a 
sinner is converted, comes to faith, and is saved. We Christians attribute the mercy 
that has befallen us, our conversion, our faith, our sanctification, and the 
blessedness of which we are already certain by faith, solely to the undeserved grace 
of God. God has had mercy on our misery for Christ's sake; God has called and 
drawn us to Himself and kindled in us the light of beatific faith. Yes, we know from 
God's Word that God has taken such a serious interest in our calling, our conversion, 
and our blessedness that he has already taken counsel and made decisions in 
eternity about our calling, conversion, and blessedness. And this eternal counsel 
and decision of God concerning our calling, conversion, justification, preservation, 
blessedness, in virtue of which we are now called, converted, justified, in virtue of 
which we have come to faith, are preserved in faith, and will attain to the end of faith, 
we call the counsel of predestination or the election of grace. 

We confess in the third article: "The Holy Spirit has called me through the 
gospel, enlightened me with his gifts, sanctified and preserved me in the right faith" 
and "will give me eternal life together with all believers in Christ. But what God works 
in me through his Holy Spirit in time, he has determined from eternity to work in me. 
And this counsel and purpose of God, which is made in Christ, even to call me by 
the Holy Spirit, to enlighten me, to raise me up in the faith, to give me a new life, to 
give me a new life, to give me a new life, to give me a new life, to give me a new life. 
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To sanctify and preserve, and finally to make blessed, that is the election of grace. 
And a Christian can and should be certain of his election and salvation. From the 
general promises of grace in the gospel, which faith applies to one's own person, | 
draw the confidence and certainty that | also belong to the elect. If, on the other hand, 
so many others, unfortunately most men, do not attain the blessedness intended and 
offered to them by God, but perish, we know that they have brought this on 
themselves. Their persistent unbelief, which resists to the last the grace of God, the 
enticing, urging, and urging of the Holy Spirit, is the only cause of their damnation. 
And since God, according to his justice, has established the standard that whoever 
does not believe should be condemned, he has also decided from eternity to reject 
and condemn all those who do not believe in Christ, precisely because of their 
unbelief. But if we now continue to ask the question: Yes, why has God chosen me 
of all men, us of all men, above others, who are by nature as much opposed to grace 
as all other sinners; why has he broken the opposition in us of all men; why does 
God not take away the opposition from all men; why does he not give faith to all; why 
does he raise up some from their fall, but not others; why does he allow many to 
harden and destroy themselves in unbelief? we give and know no answer to such a 
question. The consideration of the election of grace, like the doctrine of conversion, 
leads us finally to an indissoluble mystery: the discretio personarum. We refrain from 
the outset from bringing the doctrine of the election of grace, which is particular in its 
concept, into rational harmony with the doctrine of the general will of grace; the 
proposition that in the case of those who are saved all depends solely on God's 
mercy, with the other proposition that man's unbelief is the only cause of damnation. 
We leave the two series of statements standing side by side, and take care not to 
emphasize and urge one at the expense of the other. We oppose any attempt to 
solve this great, difficult "problem". For all attempts at a solution with which we are 
well acquainted amount either to Calvinism or to synergism. We here take our reason 
captive under the obedience of faith. 

We are convinced that in this position of ours we stand on the firm ground of 
Holy Scripture. The apostles, when they speak of election by grace, immediately turn 
this doctrine to the comfort of Christians, of believers. They speak of their 
congregations as believers, as elect 


*) We do not deny, then, that the grace offered to all in the Gospel is a gratia efficax, nor 
do we maintain that election makes the means of grace efficacious. But of course it is in election 
that these particular persons believe, persevere in faith, and are saved. 
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an. In Eph. 1, 3-14, St. Paul attributes all the blessings of Christianity to eternal 
election; he says that we are chosen and predestined "for adoption," that is, also for 
faith, through which alone we become children of God. In 2 Thess. 2, 13. 14. he 
testifies that God from the beginning chose us to salvation "in the faith of faithfulness 
and in the sanctification of the Spirit," i.e. in such a way that in choosing us he at the 
same time put faith in his thoughts, in his counsel and decision. 1 Pet. 1, 2. Peter 
gives the Christians to consider that they were chosen "for obedience [of faith] and 
sprinkling of the blood of Christ." Rom. 8, 28-30. the apostle comforts the suffering 
Christians with the fact that God has called, justified and even glorified in time those 
whom he has known before, has granted before, has provided before and has 
ordained to glory, so that no cross can turn them away from the glory intended for 
them. Apost. 13:48 says, "as many as were ordained unto eternal life believed." So 
the faith of those who will be saved is dependent on the ordinance of eternal life. 
Thus, then, it is exactly according to the Scriptures that we say and teach: God chose 
us before the foundation of the world, according to the good pleasure of his will, for 
Christ's sake, unto faith, adoption, and eternal life. But the Scriptures also fix exactly 
the point at which we must stop our consideration. In the context of Romans 9-11, it 
simply states the fact that God chose one before another, Jacob before Esau, without 
revealing the ultimate reasons for this fact. Rather, it forbids man to be right with God 
in this, and puts reason in its place. It teaches us to worship the mysteries of God in 
the pedagogy of individuals and peoples. 

Our doctrine of election by grace is also in harmony with the Lutheran 
confession, with the 11th article of the Formula of Concord. The election of which the 
Formula of Concord speaks is not a nude determination to blessedness, but an 
"electio ad adoptionem et vitam aeternam," an election to filiation and blessedness, or, if 
the term "filiation" is more closely explicated, the election comprehends in itself the 
decision of our calling, justification, preservation. God has determined to lead us "all 
and every person of the elect" to blessedness by this very way. And so election is "a 
cause" of our conversion, justification, preservation, blessedness. But the question, 
why God has chosen and converted us before others, why "one is hardened, blinded, 
given to a wrong mind, and another, though in the same guilt, is again converted," is 
relegated by the Concordia formula to the unsearchable mysteries (Sol. Decl. § 52 
ff.). 

It is hardly necessary to say that in the foregoing only the main points should 
be briefly indicated. Whoever wants to know about our doctrine 
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If you want to have precise information, you must take our publications into your own 
hands. And whoever wants to be thoroughly convinced whether our teaching is 
genuinely Lutheran must consult not only Scripture and symbol but also the Lutheran 
theologians of the sixteenth century. We certainly do not offer the Church of God a 
new article of faith, but rather, according to content and form, we teach the same 
doctrine that Luther, Brenz, Urbanus Rhegius, Hutter *), Chemnitz, Kirchner, Heshus, 
MGrlin, Kérner, and others have confessed in their writings. **That the dogmatists of 
the seventeenth century, with their intuitu fidei, introduced a new element into the 
doctrine of the election of grace, is recognized also by German theologians, e. g. 
Philippi, Thomasius. But we remain in the footsteps of the fathers of the sixteenth 
century. That the doctrine of election by grace, which we defend, is the genuine 
Lutheran one, we can also refer to the testimonies of other well-known German 
theologians. Guericke, in his "Symbolism," presents the Lutheran doctrine of 
predestination just as we do. Késtlin ("Luther's Theology," II, 298 ff.) proves that 
Luther held the same doctrine. And Frank ("The Theology of the Formula of 
Concord," IV, 121 ff.) gives the doctrine of the Formula of Concord essentially just as 
we understand it. Missourian. 


This is followed by the following note from the editors of the "Kirchenzeitung": 
"By printing this submission, which comes to us from St. Louis, from Prof. Dr. 
Walther's immediate surroundings, with heartfelt willingness, it is of course not our 
intention to open a debate on this question in this paper. This is not the task of the 
‘Kirchenzeitung’. Also, the given doctrinal statement, because it is too short and too 
general, would hardly be suitable for this, as much as we agree with it in the basic 
lines. We need not call the attention of our readers to the fact that it gives no answer 
to a number of questions which immediately suggest themselves. We will mention 
only a few. When it is emphasized that the elect may be certain that they will be 
preserved in faith and obtain eternal blessedness, the question is whether this is 
meant conditionally or unconditionally; whether what is unquestionably certain from 
God is equally certain from men; whether they cannot fall from grace; whether they 
must not make their election firm, of course, in virtue of the ability which God has 
given them by grace in their regeneration. Further, if from the secret 


*) The author (G. St.) is doubtful whether in his manuscript, which he no longer has in his 
hands, Hutter's name was in this place. Hutter belongs here with Gesner, Leyser, Mamphrasius, 


etc., only in so far as these let election be a cause of faith, though they have the intuitu fide. 


**) Admittedly, some otherwise orthodox teachers of the 16th century, e.g. Amsdorf, 
Wiegand, Heshus, also used incorrect expressions which come too close to the gratia 


tniversalis 
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nce it is said that God takes away the reluctance in the one, but not in the other: is it 
not in the nature of the vocatio efficax that God has also made it possible for those 
who then do resist, through the working of his Spirit in their souls, not to resist, so 
that in the end the verdict is: And you did not want? But we break off. Certainly, it is 
a double interest which our Church has: to emphasize the exclusiveness of grace, 
sola gratia, as well as the universality of grace. But it will also remain a constant interest 
of our spirit, which it is not the task of the confession to satisfy, but it is the task of 
ecclesiastical theology to think of the two moments not in opposition to one another, 
but as lying on one line. It is the general grace which works and prevails through the 
effective calling, so far as the persistent and unconquerable reluctance of men does 
not make it impossible for it to do so. From thence, after all, some light will perhaps 
fall on the ‘discretio personarum’." - 

We knew from the beginning, of course, that our teaching would not have Dr. 
Luthardt's undivided applause. An understanding would first have to take place with 
regard to the doctrine of free will. But nevertheless a great difference is noticeable 
between Luthardt's judgment and that of our opponents here. Luthardt knows well 
enough that the doctrine: election is a cause of faith and perseverance in faith, or: 
election is a decree to faith, etc., is not specifically Calvinistic doctrine, but was the 
doctrine of the Lutheran Church in the sixteenth century. 

When Dr. Luthardt remarks that the exposition of doctrine is general, this is 
true in so far as it does not deal with a number of particular questions in detail. But 
considered in the light of our controversy here, the exposition is very specific. It is 
just these general statements concerning the relation of the calling, conversion, 
justification, preservation, etc., of the blessed to their eternal gracious election, that 
are here quite properly in dispute. We say, according to Scripture and the 
Confession, Christians ought to trace all spiritual goods and gifts, which are 
bestowed upon them in time, to their eternal election as a cause. We say: according 
to Scripture and the Confession, one can and must speak of a decree of calling, of 
faith, etc. Our opponents reject this as calamitous. Our opponents reject this as 
Calvinistic heresy. We can only speak in this way, they say, if we take election "ina 
broader sense." We would not have a controversy about the doctrine of election by 
grace, if one on the opposing side had not called the sentence: "election, which alone 
passes over the children of God, is a cause of the calling, faith, etc., of the children 
of God" a Calvinistic heresy. 

The individual questions referred to in the note have already been dealt with in 
detail by us in the course of the dispute. 
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But we will give a brief answer here also. "When it is emphasized that the elect may 
be certain that they will be preserved in the faith and obtain eternal blessedness, the 
question is whether this is meant conditionally or unconditionally." The assurance 
concerning perseverance in the faith and eventual attainment of blessedness is an 
assurance of faith. No more and no less. To the Christian who finds in himself no 
power to begin and accomplish anything good, the certain promises shine forth from 
God's Word: "He that began in you the good work, the same shall perform it unto the 
day of JESUS CHRIST" (Phil. 1:6); "I give unto them eternal life, and they shall never 
perish; neither shall any man pluck them out of my hand" (John 10:28). These and 
similar promises are naturally intended to be believed by Christians. And because 
faith is a certain assurance, this assurance of faith is a perfect assurance. The 
Christian is certain in faith of all that the promise promises him. But the promise 
assures him of preservation in the way of life; so he is certain in faith that he will bring 
away the end of faith, the blessedness of souls. As to the term "conditional 
assurance," it has not always been used in the same sense, nor is it in itself suitable 


to designate clearly the kind of assurance. Either certitudo conditionata is so much as 
certitudo ordinata, one mediated by the order of salvation and bound to it, not an 
absolute. Then "conditional" certainty is essentially the same as certainty of faith. For 
certainty of faith exists only with and in the use of the means of grace. Or certitudo 


conditionata. says: | can be certain of my perseverance and blessedness if | fulfill 
certain conditions, e. g., keep to God's word, do not obey my evil flesh, etc. With 
regard to the fulfillment of these conditions, two cases are possible. Either man 
performs these conditions by God's grace, or man must also contribute something, 
even if only a minimum, of his own strength to the fulfillment of this condition. If the 
latter is the case, then the Christian must not only be uncertain of his perseverance, 
but he must be quite certain that he will not persevere. He must be certain that he 
will fall away and be damned. For since he can do nothing of his own strength, since 
according to the flesh he is an "enmity" against God, he will certainly not accomplish 
the minimum which would be necessary on his part for perseverance. If, under these 
circumstances, he still hoped for the attainment of blessedness, this hope would be 
the result of self-deception, the result of his not knowing himself. Or the other of the 
supposed cases has place, namely, the case that God's grace alone must work and 
does work abiding in the word and grace. In this case the Christian may be sure of 
his perseverance, quite sure. Which of the 
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For Lutherans, it is obvious that the latter is true in both cases. We believe that man 
cannot of himself accomplish a minimum in spiritual things, but that grace alone must 
work all things in him. God works the beginning and the accomplishing. This God 
promises to Christians in the promises. Thus the certitudo conditionata, if understood 
according to the analogy of faith, coincides again with the certainty of faith. Therefore 
we hold that the answer to the question as to the nature of certitude with respect to 
perseverance is: certitude is a certainty of faith. This is the most adequate expression 
for the matter in question. 

Further, "Whether that which is unquestionably certain from God is likewise 
certain from man." Answer: God is certain of our perseverance by virtue of his 
omniscience. Now because we are not omniscient, we are not as certain of our 
perseverance as God is. But we are certain of it through faith. On our side there is 
knowledge by faith. We know of our eventual attainment of blessedness just as much 
as God tells us of it. But God tells us so much in the promise, that he will finish his 
work in us (Phil. 1, 6.), that nothing shall snatch us out of his hand (Joh. 10, 28.). And 
because we are to believe this promise, not merely in part, but in its whole extent, 
we speak in faith with Paul 2 Tim. 1:12. "I know (xxxx) in whom | believe, and am 
sure (trétre1oyal) that he is able to keep my salvation unto that day." - Further, it is in 
question, "Whether the elect cannot fall from grace; whether they must not make 
their election firm, of course, in virtue of the ability which God has given them by 
grace in their regeneration." The elect can fall from grace, and fall entirely (totalitarian 
- contrast against Calvinists). There remains no residuum of faith in the elect when 


they fall into mortal sin. But can the elect fall finaliter, that is, remain in unbelief to the 
end? "The elect - says Luther - may be deceived, but at last they come out again, 
sooner than they still depart from this Jammerthal." He finds the scriptural ground for 
this statement in Matt. 24:24. But this is at first only the objective consideration. The 
question aims at the subjective certainty or uncertainty. The question comes to a 
head in this way: does the Christian admit the possibility of apostasy, the "finite" 
apostasy, and is there, in view of this admitted possibility, the certainty of the 
attainment of blessedness? We have here arrived at a difficulty which cannot be 
overcome by way of logical deduction, but only practically. Logical conclusions are 
no longer of any use here, because we have to reckon here with a connection which 
- to use Luther's words - is not only a matter of the law, but also a matter of the law 
itself. 
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The new man and the old man are closely united in the Christian. This is the close 
connection between the new man and the old man in a Christian. It must be borne in 
mind that not only the gospel, but also the law, must serve a Christian. Yes, the 
difficulty can only be overcome by the separation of law and gospel. The Christian 
admits the possibility of falling, and not merely apparently, but with all seriousness, 
when he looks at his weak flesh and at the fact that many who once walked well have 
fallen away and been lost. He also lets himself be told all the warnings and threats of 
God in his word, and as a result is frightened to the core of his being of the death and 
hell that would surely come upon him if he followed the flesh, whose evil business he 
feels. But according to God's will and command, this contemplation of the state of 
affairs is to cease when it has wrought what it is to work, namely, complete 
renunciation of self, complete humiliation before God. The man who despairs of 
himself and lies in the dust before God should now, since he is such, look to the 
promise of the gospel. There it is promised him that God alone will preserve him by 
his grace and not let him perish. This promise he is to believe and does believe. S o 
he is sure of the attainment of blessedness. Thus both are found in the Christian: the 
struggle, the earnest struggle against the possibility of apostasy, and at the same 
time the complete assurance of blessedness. We find these strange contrasts in the 
apostle Paul. Once he says, "| stupefy my body, and tame it, lest | preach unto others, 
and become reprobate myself," 1 Cor. 9:27. There we see the apostle in the most 
earnest struggle against the possibility of perishing. On the other hand, the same 
Paul triumphs: "I am sure that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, 
nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor things high, nor things low, 
nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in 
Christ our Lord," Rom. 8:38, 39. This practical overcoming of the logical difficulty may 
seem very unscientific; it may be thought that by means of logic, through the admitted 
possibility of the fall, the certainty of salvation may be dismissed, and conversely, 
through the certainty of salvation, the earnest struggle against the possibility of 
apostasy. But this manipulation is against Scripture and also against Christian 
experience. Here is also already answered to the other question, "Must the elect 
make firm their election in virtue of the ability which God has given them by grace in 
their regeneration?" Only in constant struggle against inward and outward 
temptations, only in constant pursuit of sanctification, only in constant stripping off 
the old man and putting on the new does the certainty arise, remain, and renew itself 
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of election. The foregoing is not meant to be understood as if it were done with a one- 
time fright at the wrath of God, so that we could henceforth look only to God's grace 
in the gospel. As the flesh remains in the Christian until the pit and lusts against the 
Spirit, so in this life fear is always there alongside trust, so the law always does its 
work alongside the gospel. Luther's words belong here: "The Christian is divided into 
two times. Inasmuch as he is flesh, he is under the law; inasmuch as he is spirit, he 
is under grace. . Fear of God must be continually in the Christian, otherwise it is the 
fear of Cain, Saul, and Judas, that is, a servile fear and a fear of despair. Therefore 
the Christian, through faith in the word of grace, must overcome fear, turn away his 
eyes from the time of the law, and fix his eyes on Christ himself and the faith to come. 
. . Although these two things (the time of the law and the time of grace) are very far 
apart in their nature, they are nevertheless closely united in one and the same heart. 
Nothing is nearer to each other than fear and trust, law and gospel, sin and grace. 
They are so close together that one is swallowed up by the other. There is no 
mathematical connection which resembles this." (Comment, in ep. ad Gal. Curavit 


Irmischer. Tom. II. p. 112. 113.) And yet the state of the Christian is not to be described 
as hovering between fear and hope, as it might hereafter appear. The gospel, 
according to God's will, remains the actual resting-place, to which the Christian 
always returns as to his spiritual home. And from his actual domicile he answers the 
question as to the certainty of his blessedness. And what the answer is from here we 
have already seen above. 

"Further, when the mystery is spoken of, that God takes away the reluctance 
in some, but not in others: is it not in the nature of the vocatio efficax, that God has 
also made it possible for those who then do resist, by the working of his Spirit in their 
souls, not to resist, so that finally the judgment is, 'And ye did not will’? Certainly, by 
the vocatio efficax, it is made possible even for those who resist the effectual calling 
not to resist. The Holy Spirit works earnestly and powerfully in them, that there may 
not come to them the resistance which hinders conversion. In every case, therefore, 
in which conversion does not take place, the verdict is, You have not willed. God has 
willed. This is what we have said from the very beginning. For only in this state of 
things can we speak of a mystery to human reason in the work of conversion. If we 
did not teach such a vocalio efficax to all who come under the sound of the word, if 
we did not teach a vocatio which, in its essence, is not a vocalio efficax, we would not 


be teaching a vocalio efficax to all who come under the sound of the word. 
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If a part of the hearers were less efficacious, it would be obvious to human reason 
why a part of them would not be converted. The explanation would then lie in the 
less powerful appeal. Precisely because we teach the same powerful will of God for 
grace toward all in the face of the same total ruin of men, we arrive at a mystery 
which the human mind is not able to penetrate. It is precisely when both are earnestly 
held in faith: the gratia universalis and the sola gratia, the grace which wants and must 
work all things in all people, that the difficulty arises for the comprehending human 
reason. The two moments, the exclusiveness of grace and the universality of grace, 
are also "not to be thought contrary to each other, but as lying on one line." There is 
in reality no contradiction, but the most perfect harmony. It is only a question whether 
the harmony which is really there can be comprehended by human reason, or 
whether this harmony remains in this life an object of faith. We believe the latter. It 
is certainly an "interest of our spirit" to arrange and harmonize revealed truths 
logically and conceptually. But the theologian is above all interested in keeping his 
statements everywhere in harmony with Scripture. If, after a thorough investigation, 
the case turns out to be such that clearly available statements of Scripture cannot 
be rationally mediated, he gives up this mediation. "The Lutheran Church follows" - 
to speak in connection with Philippi's words*) - "a higher consistency than the 
formally logical one, namely, the consistency of unconditional obedience of faith to 
God's clear Word, and the certain confidence in the truth of the experience of 
salvation founded in God's Word, which compels us to ascribe our salvation solely 
to the efficacy of divine grace, but our calamity solely to our own conduct, which is 
contrary to the earnest will of God for grace." We are convinced that, on close 
examination "according to law and testimony,” any rational mediation in the matter 
before us comes too close either to "that thou perish, the fault is thine," or to "that 
thou be helped, that is purely my grace" (Concordia formula § 62). But we break off 
here. This subject has already been discussed in detail. FP: 


*Church Doctrine of the Faith IV, 67 f. Philippi, of course, soon afterward makes an attempt 
at a solution, from which it is supposed to be clear that the Lutheran doctrine of conversion "is 
by no means so desperate, even in a formal logical respect, as is asserted." We consider this a 
gift from Dana. 
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Lecture on the election of grace don Prof. H. G. Stub at 
Madison, Wis. 


Tranclatad hu A Cramar 


(Conclusion.) 

In conclusion, let me remind you that just as all Scripture is useful for teaching, 
for punishment, for correction, for chastening in righteousness, for comfort, so also 
the doctrine of election, which is dealt with in so many passages of Scripture, has its 
high significance for Christians. The Confession says of it: "By this doctrine and 
declaration of the eternal and saving election of the elect children of God, God's glory 
is fully and completely given, that out of pure mercy in Christ, without any merit or 
good works on our part, he makes us blessed according to the decree of his will. "*) 
The doctrine of election can also serve us for great humiliation. Our soaring reason 
receives a powerful blow from it. We must come down, come down, and confess that 
we understand it only piecemeal, yea, that yet, all in all, however learned we may be, 
it is So very, yea, So very little, what we grasp of the whole. For "we see now through 
a mirror in a dark word, but then face to face. Now | know it by bits, but then | shall 
know it even as | am known." **Likewise, says the Confession, this doctrine gives no 
one cause either for faint-heartedness or for an impudent, wild life, when men are 
taught that they should seek eternal election in Christ and his holy gospel, as in the 
book of life, which casts out no penitent sinner, but entices and calls to repentance 
and knowledge of their sins and to faith in Christ all poor, afflicted and afflicted 
sinners, and promises the Holy Spirit for cleansing and renewal, and thus gives the 
most constant comfort to afflicted, challenged people, so that they know that their 
salvation is not in their hands: Otherwise they would lose it much more easily than 
Adam and Eve did in Paradise, indeed every hour and moment; but in the gracious 
election of God, which he hath revealed unto us in Christ, out of whose hand no man 
shall pluck us." (John 10:28. 2 Tim. 2:19.)T) 


*) Concordienbuch p. 723, § 87. 
**) 1 Cor. 13, 12. 

t) Concordienbuch p. 723 and 724, § 89. 90. Compare with this the following passage, 
which for me is one of the most glorious in the whole confession: "This doctrine also gives the 
beautiful, glorious consolation that God has made the conversion, righteousness, and salvation 
of every Christian so dear to him, and has meant it so faithfully, 
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Any teaching can be abused, of course. The law can be abused. The gospel 
can be abused. So also the doctrine of election, which is a part of the gospel, can be 
abused.*) It is therefore of primary importance that this doctrine, like every other 
doctrine, be rightly applied and used by those who are to use it. No impenitent sinner 
has a right to appropriate and comfort himself with the doctrine of election, any more 
than he has a right in his impenitence to comfort himself with the gospel at all. Above 
all things, it is not to begin with the end, but with the beginning, with the order of 
salvation step by step. As | said before: No one asked anything to do with election 
until he has become a child of God. This is a doctrine of comfort for the children of 
God, especially under the cross and temptations.**) But it requires great wisdom and 
experience to apply this doctrine to oneself, let alone to introduce others to it; Paul 
and Peter are to be our teachers in this passage. 


That before the foundation of the world was laid, he took counsel concerning it, and ordained in 
his intercession how he would bring me to it, and keep me therein. Item, that he wanted to keep 
my salvation so good and certain, because it could easily be lost from our hands through the 
weakness and wickedness of our flesh, or torn and taken from us through the cunning and 
violence of the devil and the world, therefore he decreed the same in his eternal purpose, which 
cannot be filed or overturned, and placed it in the almighty hand of our Saviour JEsu Christ, from 
which no one can tear us (Joh. 10, 28.), wherefore also Paul saith Rom. 8, 28. 39. "Because we 
are called according to the providence of God, who then will separate us from the love of God in 
Christ?" S. 714. § 45-47. 


*Of this the Confession says: "Therefore, whoever teaches the doctrine of the gracious 
election of God in such a way that sorrowful Christians cannot take comfort in it, but are thereby 
caused to despair, or the impenitent are strengthened in their will of courage, it is undoubtedly 
certain and true that this doctrine is not practiced according to the word and will of God, but 
according to the reason and instigation of the sorrowful devil. p. 724, tz 91. 


**Thus the confession says: "This doctrine also gives glorious consolation in crosses and 
temptations, namely, that God in his counsel before the time of the world considered and 
determined that he would help us in all our troubles, give us patience, comfort, work hope, and 
provide such an outcome that we might be blessed. Item, as Paul comfortingly treats it Rom. 8, 
28. 29. 35. 38. 39.That God in his providence decreed before the world began, by what cross 
and suffering he would conform each one of his elect to the image of his Son, and that each one's 
cross should and must be for his good, because they were called according to the providence, 
from which Paul concluded with certainty and without doubt, that neither tribulation nor anguish, 
neither death nor life, etc., can separate us from the love of God in Christ JESUS." P. 714 and 
715, § 48. 49. 
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*) They brought the doctrine of election just when and for whom it was needed, 
namely for the persecuted, afflicted, despondent children of God of those days. In the 
midst of persecution and pressure from all sides, this was to be the comfort for these 
children of God, that they might believe that God had chosen them from the beginning 
to salvation, that God was for them, and who could be against them? 


Once a sinner has been crushed by the law, not only has he come to recognize 
his sins and weep bitter tears of remorse over them, but he has also finally found 
peace for his heart in Jesus’ blood and wounds through faith in the Lamb of God who 
bears the sins of the world - and if he looks back in this way, if he looks back at all 
his experiences, at all God's guidance, at the evidence of God's mercy toward him in 
Christ, what else can he do? 


*) Paul speaks Rom. 8, 18. ff. of the "glory" there, in contrast to "this time suffering", v. 28- 
30. he develops the doctrine of election. Then v. 31. he puts the question, "What shall we say 
further?" i. e., "What shall we say concerning this?" What is the meaning for us of the doctrine of 
election which | have now developed? What application has it to us? What conclusion shall we 
draw from it for ourselves? The apostle himself answers with a new question, "If God be for us, 
who may be against us ?" As if to say, Behold, this is the consolation which you and |, and you 
believing Christians at Rome, may draw from the fact that God is for us. Let "the afflictions of this 
present time" be as great as they may be, let there be as many strong powers against us as there 
may be, our comfort is that we are numbered among those whom the Lord has "called" and 
"justified," and whom, therefore, he will one day also make glorious. What is the meaning of the 
sufferings of this time? Of whom should we be afraid? Peter also comforts those in his first letter 
in chapter 1 who are "now a little while sorrowful in many temptations" with the "unspeakable and 
glorious joy" that will be theirs when they have reached "the end of their faith, that is, the salvation 
of their souls," to which they will be "preserved by the power of God through faith. 

There was a time when | could not understand how God's Word and the Formula of 
Concord could speak of election as a doctrine of comfort under cross and temptation. | thought 
that if anything could bring one into temptation, it might be the doctrine of election. But later, by 
God's grace, it became clear to me how this is connected. If | am challenged about my present 
state of grace, if | am challenged about my faith, it would be quite wrong to apply the doctrine of 
election. Then | seek out the passages which speak of God not rejecting weak faith. Then | 
console myself with the fact that where there is an earnest hatred of sin and a burning desire for 
grace, there is faith according to God's word. But if | am not actually in dispute about my present 
faith, but in regard to my future blessedness, if | tremble and tremble at the thought of what | 
myself am, and what | may meet with, if | see great boulders in the way to blessedness, behold, 
the doctrine of election finds its application according to Paul's and Peter's instruction, with which 
the beautiful development of the Concordia formula in the above passage, and in the passages 
mentioned a few pages earlier, agrees in the best manner. In this way the doctrine of election will 
become a comfort to us under cross and temptation. 
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than to exclaim with Paul, "Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
who hath blessed me with all spiritual blessings in heavenly things through Christ; as 
he hath chosen me through him before the foundation of the world, that | should be 
holy and blameless before him in love, and hath ordained me a child to himself 
through Jesus Christ, according to the good pleasure of his will"? *) 

And when he thus looks forward, looks forward, and is about to despond under 
cross and temptation, under misjudgment and disgrace, at the thought of the many 
enemies and dangers-then he will try, though with stammering tongue, to repeat after 
Paul, "Is God for me, who may be against me?" **) "Who will accuse the elect of 
God?" ft) "In all this | overcome far for the sake of him who loved me!"tt) | am indeed 
on the way which God leads his elect. After all, he has called me; after all, he has 
given me faith; after all, he has made me righteous! Should he let the last step, my 
making glorious, stand in line? +) No! no! He will preserve me, he, the strong, faithful 
God! My blessedness is in good hands! Out of mercy for Christ's sake he leads me 
home! 

And when once we have come home, home to God, how shall we not dwell 
with holy wonder upon the great miracle that we unworthy, ungrateful, lost, 
condemnable sinners have been preserved from his power by faith! How then shall 
we not sing praises to the infinite, incomprehensible mercy of our God in Christ 
JESUS, who chose us, who drew us to Himself with cords of love, who sheltered us, 
who freely led us home! Yes, with a loud voice we will then cry out: "Hail to Him who 
sits on the throne, to our God and to the Lamb! Amen, praise and glory and wisdom 
and thanksgiving and praise and power and strength be to our God forever and ever. 
Amen!" $+) 


Note. It is my conviction that this doctrine, which | have presented here in its 
context, point by point, according to God's Word and according to the Confession, 
the doctrine which | have called my own, and against which | have not heard anyone 
complain, is in all essentials the same doctrine which Dr. Walther has led and leads. 


*) Eph. 1, 3. 4. 5. 
"*) Rom. 8, 31. 
t) Rom. 8. 33. 
tt) Rom. 8, 37. 
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tt) Rev.7, 10. 12.;5, 12. 13. 
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From an article already sent in at the end of August, but which has been in my 
hands again since | sent in my "personal statement" (Octbr. issue) through the 
kindness of the editors, | still want to share a few points before the end of the year, 
although | already wanted to hold on to the idea of putting the whole thing aside. 

That not only "all kinds of beginnings and germs showed themselves" to our 
teachings earlier, as Prof. St. claims, against this | had quite simply pointed out in 
"L. u. W." Vol. 9, pp. 289-302 and herewith point it out again. Prof. St. has noted this 
very badly; he says that | had "recommended this article to him so grandly for 
instruction." This chats him very much offended. He further says that with my simple 
hint | was "but decidedly unlucky.” It goes without saying that he also seeks to prove 
this in his manner. Let us therefore look a little at the article referred to, and it will 
become apparent who is "decidedly unlucky," Prof. St. or myself. 

The Reformed licentiate Pastor Krummacher had written, among other 
untruths, also this: "In the doctrine of free grace, which is in some way bound to no 
performance and previous worthiness of mind, the Lutheran conception is likewise 
infected by a Roman-Catholic Pelagianism, or at least Semipelagianism, in that it 
statutes an accommodation of the sinner dead in sins and transgressions," etc. (p. 
289). (p. 289.) With this Calvinist, however, Dr. Walther has not made a brotherhood, 
but rather, in the following "Remarks," has shone home to him that, as far as | know, 
he has remained at home.*) Dr. W. points out there, in regard to the election of grace, 
first the falseness of pietism (Spener) with its pernicious consequences: rationalism, 
newer so-called faithful theology (p. 290). Then he points to our public confessions, 
from which alone our doctrine is known, and according to which also the writings of 
the theologians are to be judged (p. 291).**) Hereupon he proves how "Melanchthon 
had sown the first seeds of the synergism that later sprouted so rampantly in our 
church," and shows that the Formula of Concord took just this into consideration and 
"opposed it" (pp. 292-297). Then Dr. W. writes there: "It is now true, however, that 
the final test of whether a 


*) The following notice from "L. u. W." is probably not superfluous because many readers 
do not have volume 9. Some may also think that there could be a drop after all. 


**) So the Concordia formula is not to be judged and explained according to the writings 
of the theologians. 
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The reason why the doctrine of the Gospel contains Pelagian or semi-Pelagian 
leaven is to be sought in the presentation of the doctrine of the election of grace" (as 
our opponents have again proved). "Experience" (even of our own day) 
"unfortunately bears witness to the fact that many teachers, in their exposition of 
doctrine, avoid the Pelagian aberrations only so long, and happily pass them by, until 
they set themselves to treat of the doctrine of the election of grace or predestination. 
Here, at last, it becomes only too often evident that even among those who seem to 
be able to subscribe word for word to the confession of the Concordia formula of 
original sin and of free will, there are those who are by no means cured of all Pelagian 
notions." (And who are they?) "For these are all those who believe and teach that, 
as the stiff-necked unbelief of many, foreseen by God, is the cause of God's having 
determined from eternity to reject and condemn them, so also the steadfast faith of 
a number of men, foreseen by God to the end, is the cause of God's having chosen 
them from eternity to blessedness. But he who teaches thus evidently represents 
constant faith, not as a mere gift of grace from God, but as an achievement of man, 
which had been the outward moving cause of God" (according to which he "judged") 
"to prefer a number of men to others, and to choose them to blessedness. Faith thus 
becomes a kind of merit of men, election ceases to be a choice of free grace, 
becomes one based on human merit and on the betterment of one over another" 
(Stellhorn's "Difference" - cf. "Illumination" p. 35 ff.) "and the ultimate ground of man's 
blessedness is thus placed, not in the eternal free mercy of God in Christ, but in man 
himself, in his willing, in his accepting, in his assenting, in his faithfulness and 
constancy; in short, taken out of God's hands and placed in the hands of man. "*) If 
this were also taught by our Concordia Formula and the theologians of our Church 
who faithfully follow it, then Mr. Licentiate Krummacher would not, however, unjustly 
blame our Church for the fact that, in spite of its other pure confession of original sin 
and free will, it is nevertheless infected by a Roman Catholic Semipelagianism. But, 
praise and glory be to God forever for this! Our glorious final confession also passes 
this test. Our dear Concordian Formula has not, like later theologians within our 
Church, allowed Calvinistic determinism to be pushed to the other extreme, be it 
even the subtlest Semipelagianism. For while it denies that God, as the Calvinists 
say. 


*) As Rev. Hein, to whom our opponents refer, clearly teaches. (D. E.) 


To Prof. Stellhorn's rejoinder. 569 


If, according to his absolute will, he does not wish to make the greatest number of 
men blessed, but has destined them from eternity to sin and damnation, and 
therefore does not earnestly call them, that therefore God is the cause of sin and 
damnation, he by no means at the same time asserts that the cause of the election 
and blessedness of the elect is their better conduct, their constant faith, or anything 
in them*), but that this cause is solely and exclusively God's free grace and mercy in 
Christ." Dr. W. then shows what an ungodly conclusion the Calvinists and "the 
unenlightened reason, i. e., reason that does not follow the word," make, but "not our 
dear Concordia, and with it the orthodox Lutheran Church. It does not make this 
conclusion. It maintains that men's salvation is due solely to God's free grace; but 
that men's damnation is due solely to man's sin and guilt. It also sees that this cannot 
be rhymed with reason; it also sees that, according to reason, if men are condemned 
only because of their sin, the others must be saved because they are better; or, if 
men are saved only by free grace, the others must be condemned for want of God's 
will of grace: but because both are in God's word, that God chooses the elect alone 
according to the good pleasure of his will to the praise of his glorious grace already 
from eternity, and that the damned, while God desires all men's blessedness, are 
rejected for the sake of their own sin and guilt - so the Concordia formula believes, 
teaches, and confesses both, does not, with the Calvinists" (nor with the Synergists) 
"build a bridge of reason over the yawning abyss of this inexplicable mystery, leaves 
both, and in humility worships God in his incomprehensible wisdom, expecting the 
solution of this apparent contradiction in eternal life." Then Dr. W., among others, 
also communicates verbatim the sentences of the Concordia formula, wherein those 
four errors are rejected (Miller p. 557), and says: "What here the Concordia formula 
expresses negatively in the last (4th) antithesis, it expresses positively elsewhere, 
when it says: 'The eternal election of God.... is also of God's gracious will and good 
pleasure in Christ Jesus a cause, so that our blessedness and all that belongs to it 
is created, worked, helped, and promoted," etc.**) Then follows another passage 
from the Concordia formula (pp. 297-299). To all this | had, as 


*) Is not all this as if Dr. W., as | said, had written it against our present adversaries? 


**) | shorten the passage because it is well known. Dr. W. has underlined here himself in 
this way. 
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simply pointed out to prove that earlier, 18 years ago, not only "beginnings and germs 
appeared" to the present teaching, as Prof. St. asserts. But have | been "decidedly 
unlucky there"? Does not our Synod still teach in this way today? Prof. St. has omitted 
to furnish the proof to the contrary, and has not entered at all into the doctrine itself; 
but he immediately goes on to his "central point of the present controversy," and then, 
on p. 299, in"L. u. W.," at the bottom, seizes upon the following short sentence, which 
contains no exposition of doctrine at all: "Hereby, then, all the orthodox theologians 
of our church agree." *) With both (his main point and the theologians), however, St. 
has again swum like a fish from dry land into his element, his fairway. Let him have 
the nerve, as long as he will have it, also the phrases so and so often heard: "In the 
broader and narrower sense," etc.; "in regard to," etc., or "shorter," etc.; "not only 
does this expression not please Missouri, but it also most decidedly rejects the thing 
or doctrine," etc.; "our fathers and we with them teach," etc. In this Prof. St. is so lost, 
that, as he has not come to his senses even by Mr. Dr. W.'s "illumination," he must, 
| think, be let go, and commanded to the grace of God. | will do the same, if he should 
not "trust" me himself. Nor would | have written against him, as has happened, if he 
had merely spoken of an error in his Tractate, and had not acted in such an 
irrepressibly challenging and haughty manner. **) 

Prof. St. writes: "But the following passage of my Tract p. 8 has aroused the 
main wrath of the Lord: 'And this' (God chose in regard to faith) 'is the unanimous 
doctrine of all our faithful Lutheran theologians,’ etc. t)." It is unmistakable to see 
how he is struck by what is held out to him. But this he must by no means concede. 
For now he shows in many words what he had intended to say with it, first and then 
second. But that he meant to say by that passage, "This is the unanimous doctrine 
of all,” etc., which is the main point here. Of this he says "not a word" in his 
"wanting to say two things." But it would have been gratifying if he had simply 
declared: he had said too much there, even if he had by no means confessed to 
having taken his mouth a little full. - Then he went on to say what he knew so well 
and did not want to deny. But the fact that he had not been able to come to terms 
with that passage and its trump card: "He who says that it is not so, that 


*) What then Dr. W. from Gerhard cites as evidence is again not present for Prof. St.. 


**) If someone thinks that the tone should have been different, | do not argue with him; it 
did not seem inappropriate to me. 
t) In the June issue of the "L. u. W." p. 248 f. the passage is given in full. 
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either does not know the matter and should then keep silent, or Knowingly perverts 
the truth", has given historical truth a crude punch in the face, he confesses with "not 
a single word". But he cannot refrain from suspecting "faithful Lutheran theologians," 
as he himself calls them. 

Prof. St. writes (A. u. N. p. 237 f.) further: "Only after the publication of the 
Concordia formula did one come into dispute with Huber and the Calvinists," but 
before that "no dispute had taken place. He goes on to say: "Before the outbreak of 
that controversy, faithful Lutheran theologians spoke securius, i.e., more carelessly, 
less precisely, not so cautiously and carefully; there had not yet been any special all- 
round and detailed discussion and argument on the part of faithful Lutheran 
theologians concerning the rule according to which God had directed Himself in the 
selection’) of certain individual persons for the infallible attainment of blessedness." 
Note: This is true from Dr. Luther down through M. Chemnitz, in short, of all who let 
faith flow from election! Then Prof. St. says: "Such an uneven, careless expression 
must be put right according to love," and others "cannot at all be interpreted rightly." 
Among the latter sayings, therefore, will belong such of Dr. Luther as this, 
"Predestination rather makes children of the devil become children of God, and an 
idolatrous temple become a temple of the Holy Ghost, and whores' members 
become members of Christ, because He Himself binds the strong," etc. Prof. St. 
knows, indeed, Luther's letter, in which he "still, shortly before his blessed end, quite 
clearly testified and confessed the same faith of the election of grace"; St. also knows 
how "cautiously" he evaded the passages in question in it. And how also Luther's 
expressions "must be put to rights and brought into harmony," of this Prof. St. has 
given a truly chilling example in his Tractate, and at the same time confessed that 
Dr. Luther was one of the "faithful Lutheran theologians" who "must" be put to rights. 
But we know that Dr. Luther "often drew" all the articles of faith "by Scripture and 
again by Scripture" and wanted to answer for them before Christ, as he had taught 
them. We know further how the authors of the Formula of Concord, with the greatest 
diligence and most faithful care, and with the most earnest supplications and prayers, 
laid all the words of the confession on the gold scale, examined and re-examined 
them on "the one touchstone," had them examined by others, and so forth. Cf. also 
what our Fathers say in the Concordia Formula, Miller p. 572 and 573, St. Louis 
edition p. 391. Prof. St. may therefore save his affectionate rebuke; 


*) He always emphasizes choice. 
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The orthodox Lutheran Church does not desire it, and our “faithful Lutheran 
theologians" do not desire it for eternity. For when the noble authors of the Formula 
of Concord signed it on May 29, 1577, they did so with the following words: "That 
this is the doctrine, faith, and confession of all of us, as we will answer for it at the 
last day before the righteous judge, our Lord Jesus Christ, and that we do not wish 
to speak or write anything secretly or publicly against it, but rather to remember to 
remain faithful to the grace of God, we have thoughtfully signed with our own hands 
in true fear and invocation of God. The rebuke most graciously offered is thus not 
accepted-and the application which Prof. St. makes to Missouri be granted him. 

But now | am in a bad way. | have "Urbanus Rhegius set against St." And what 
says he to this? As with scornful look he looks down on Rhegius here, and says, "But 
what he should here, | know not." And why? Prof. St. answers, "Because of what I"- 
the professor of Columbus-"speak, namely, of the rule in the selection of persons, 
he"-old Rhegius-"as far as I"-prof. St. - "see, does not speak at all." The same he 
repeats again. And - | cannot help it - | must entirely agree with Prof. St. in this. The 
good Rhegius does not in truth talk of what Prof. St. talks about; it does not "occur to 
him in a dream" to talk of it. He was far too humble, faithful, conscientious a Christian 
and theologian for that. Before such knowledge, which God has hidden from all 
creatures on earth, Rhegius would have been frightened to the depths of his soul. 
And | should have quoted the passage? Prof. St. would here say, "He that hath so 
little understanding or sincere sense," etc. Nor could Rhegius have conceived how 
those chosen according to St.'s rule might have come to believe, whether by chance, 
or -, yes, or -. So on this point we have agreed: Rhegius does not speak of what Prof. 
St. speaks of. At least one achievement of the present dispute. 

According to Prof. St., however, | am also said to have committed a "manifest 
falsification of the scopus" (not of the words) "of this passage" from Rhegius, and 
that, as he himself says, "for the destruction of the inconvenient, insubordinate Prof. 
St." But in what does this "manifest forgery" consist? In this, says Prof. St., that | 
have omitted the following words: "Very perversely (pessime) do many here speak 
thus:*) If thou art misled, do what thou wilt, be it evil or good, and thou shalt be saved. 


*) Sarcerius gives the words thus: "Therefore some speak evil and angrily of it with such 
words: Are you etc.? 
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This is a blasphemous error, but say thus: He who is endowed with eternal life," etc. 
Now follow the words | have quoted ("L. u. W." p. 249), with which Dr. Uhlhorn also 
begins his communication in the book cited. And why should | have committed that 
"obvious falsification" by this omission? Because Rhegius, as St. says, "in these 
passages speaks only of the absolutely necessary marks and characteristics of the 
elect." How many may find the good with Prof. St. in Rhegius' words? Only examine 
"conscientiously." | have not "overlooked" these words, nor by their omission have | 
intended or been able to commit any falsification. What on earth should have induced 
me to do so? Rather, | confess to the same with all my heart. Yes, with Rhegius | call 
him who speaks thus "a chatterer, who so with unwashed mouth and so unclean 
words drools and spews of the high holy mystery of verse." (Preface of Rhegius.) But 
when Rhegius says, e. g., "As God hath provided for Peter, Paul, and us other 
Christians unto salvation, so hath he before ordained and provided for their 
conversion, Christian walk, and good works," etc., Prof. St. simply omits 
these words, and says quite boldly, "Rhegius speaketh in these passages," which, 
however, he does not cite, "not even of that which he would have him speak, namely, 
of the cause of faith." Every further word is unnecessary. If only Prof. St. could cease 
his distortions and sophistries, and see that by so doing he never makes his evil 
cause good, but only the worse. But if he cannot help it, let him continue in it. What 
he thereby gains against Missouri will be revealed in time. 

More. Prof. St. says, in the last passage, | "would have omitted the explanation 
of his words added by Rhegius," and that "with conscientious shrewdness." The 
explanation is, "That is, God has given faith in Christ." That is all | have left out, 
according to Prof. St. Upon this he says: "For this simple explanation would have 
indicated that Rhegius understands by 'Versehung' all the eternal decrees belonging 
at all to God's counsel of grace, and not a very special counsel concerning the elect." 
Then St. still explains "Versehung" with "fixed order of grace" and "election of 
persons" with "Musterung." Whether he wanted to give an example of "conscientious 
cunning" with these and the above explanations? But | will quote the passage from 
Rhegius in full, and then everyone may judge. It reads thus: "Therefore it pleases me 
that S. Augustin Libro de dono perseverantiae cap. 22. warns the preachers who want 
to speak of the secret providence and deliberate counsel of the divine will for the 
people, and says thus: When we speak to the congregation of Christ or the believers 
in Christ, we should not speak: This is by deliberate 
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Finally, the counsel of God's will has decided that some of you have come to faith 
out of unbelief, since you have begun to be obedient. For when we say, Some of 
you, it seems as if we do wrong to others, excluding them from salvation; but so we 
ought to speak for Christianity, that it is by the deliberate counsel of the will of God 
that you have come to faith out of unbelief, having received from God the will to be 
obedient. And that ye also receive grace to persevere and abide in the faith, that is, 
God hath given you faith in Christ and good will, and giveth also grace that ye 
may continue in the faith unto the end." This is the wording, for which Prof. St.'s 
explanation is needed only if one does not wish to explain, but to pervert. 

Then Prof. St. cites, as he says, a number of sentences with and without 
speech marks from Rhegius, but he does not say with a syllable when and where 
Rhegius said so. On this, however, much depends in Rhegius. Or should the reader 
even believe that Rhegius speaks in this way in the passage: "How one should speak 
rightly of the secret providence of God," from which | have quoted? Nevertheless, 
Prof. St. asks me to "state my opinion freely and honestly" about those sentences, 
so that the eyes of many an honest soul may be opened. If | were to challenge Prof. 
St. in this way, then, to quote his own words, his answer would probably be: "A 
stupidity beyond compare", or: "infinitely silly". 

But that Prof. St. would deal with C. Spangenberg as a "Flacian" in such a way 
was so little surprising to me that | rather wanted to call attention to it in advance, but 
then refrained from doing so. "Naively" asks Prof. St.: "Does he know his (Sp.'s) 
Flacianism nothing Answer: At any rate longer than Prof. St. First the blessed Pastor 
Keyl called my attention to Spangenberg and also explained what he thought of his 
Flacianism*). Spangenberg, this "Luther's lieutenant," as his opponents (the 
synergists) called him, this "old and immobile disciple of Luther," as he did not want 
to be regarded differently even in his old age, must be known if one wants to judge 
him. One who knew him, namely the old Jena professor P. Piscator, says of him in 
his Commentary on the Concordia Formula in 1610 (6 years before Spangenberg 
had died): "Spangenberg was a learned theologian, and very well versed in Luther's 
writings." See the passage in Dr. W.'s "Be- 


*) One can also gain a mild judgment on this from "Preger's Life of Flacius," as Prof. St. 
cites it and refers to it. E. g., "In 1570 he (Sp.) was assured that if Flacius were of no other 
opinion, one could well be satisfied with him." (Preger Il. p. 344.) 
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leuchtung" p. 45, wherein "such rags" are drawn, "on which one should strike with 
rods." *) 

Prof. St. further asks: Whether Sp. is a faithful Lutheran theologian "in this 
question" (about the election of grace) and his teaching is "faithful Lutheran" to me? 
| answer: Yes! But we also have Pa's testimony of M. Chemnitz. Sp. was "in this 
question" an "immovable disciple of Luther". If he had lived in our day, and had, for 
example, in 1878, at the Synodal Conference on the Western Report of 1877, given 
the public testimony: "In it are found splendid doctrinal treatises on the election of 
grace, ... which can be read by every individual only for his blessing" (p. 67 of 
the treatises), he (Sp.) would not 1% or 2 years later have publicly blasphemed the 
same doctrine as Calvinistic heresy, as Stellhorn, Schmidt, and Loy did, and still not 
want to desist from it. But what would Prof. St. say, | wonder, if | were to hear him 
thus pronounce on Gerhard? - | do not want to give a floral reading from his article 
as an answer. And Gerhard, too, has his spots, not just one. Yes, how many 
theologians would there still be from whose writings one could quote? But what Prof. 
St. cites from Thomasius does not apply to Sp., or prove it. Prof. St. confesses: "I do 
not possess his (Spangenberg's) writings, neither his interpretation of the Epistle to 
the Romans nor his little book on predestination, and therefore would not presume 
to pass judgment on them." Nevertheless, he judges thus: "Consequently, he (Sp.) 
(because a Flacian) could not stand right in the doctrine of the election of grace; such 
a one needs an absolute election of grace and a forced conversion." At this one 
reasonably asks, why good? Is it because Sp. recognized nothing good in human 
nature, and advocated it so powerfully against the Synergists? The latter, of course, 
concluded thus according to their reason. Or perhaps because Sp. spent pages 
zealously attacking such "loose drops and rejected, obdurate scoffers and ungodly 
men," "who do not care about repentance or correction, but freely say and allow 
themselves to be heard, that they want to be unjust by going to church, listening to 
sermons, discipline and other disciplinary orders. 


*The same passage is found in the second part of the interpretation of the Epistle to the 
Romans, fol. 92, column 4, published in 1569, towards the end of the seven sermons which he 
preached, after the ninth chapter had been explained, exclusively on the election of grace, "for 
which he was also often asked and requested by pious and good-hearted people. | almost believe 
that this is the "booklet on predestination" of which M. Chemnitz speaks. | will not give the reasons 
for this belief here. The same doctrine of election by grace has also been put forward by Sp. in 
his sermons on the two Epistles to the Thessalonians in several places, and not at all briefly. My 
copy is printed in 1557, that is, ten years before the controversy over original sin broke out 
publicly through a tract of Flacius. (W. Preger, Matthias Flacius Jllyricus and his time. II. p. 310.) 
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be bound. For if | am iniquitous, then what God has decreed must be done, and | will 
live and do as | please. If then | am not intreated, it does not help me, no matter how 
pious and holy | may be. Well then, such blasphemers shall in time come to belong 
to the number of those of whom St. Paul says, Rom. 3, "Their condemnation is 
altogether just," etc.? (Il. toi. 70: those seven sermons.) Or is this the reason, 
because Sp., like Luther, always so strongly urges faith, extols the grace of God and 
Christ's salvation, as the same for all sinners? Or because Sp. sets forth in such 
detail and heart-strengthening manner by what Christians so highly comfortingly 
recognize their election, namely, by profession, righteousness, etc., and then 
repeatedly says: "But he who in faith accepts the divine profession to Christ is 
certainly righteous, and may boldly comfort himself of failure and wait for the future 
glory of the children of God. This is the right way to stay here in this life, between the 
eternal providence that has already come to pass and the everlasting glory that we 
still have to wait for, so that we may follow God's calling and take comfort in the 
righteousness imputed to us in Christ. He that continueth in this way shall not be put 
to shame. For this is the last and fifth degree of the divine work, that Paul saith, 
Whom he hath justified, them also hath he glorified."? (Ib. I. fol. 353 b..) Here may 
still find place an exceedingly consoling word, which Sp. adduces from "S. Bernard, 
Sermon 7 on the 91st Psalm." It reads thus: "Our Lord God has tied the two eternities 
together in a most comforting way, namely: the eternal providence with the eternal 
glory. The provision has no beginning*), so the glory has no end. Now between the 
two is the profession and justification of faith. Now this is the right bridge,**) the good 
certain way, which a Christian should walk, and may walk without fear. For the 
beginning of this way and the end are certain. Blessed is he that keepeth the means, 
followeth the calling, and layeth hold on righteousness by faith: neither can he lack 
the last, which is glory. For the firm ground of God is established: God knoweth them 
that are his." Thereby he shows beautifully in 6 points "how one should teach of it," 
and concludes here: "Thus in this doctrine one must always have for himself the 
mirror of grace Christ. Then it serves to strengthen faith, to awaken love toward God 
and neighbor, to diligent work in Christian obedience, to patience in the cross, 


*) Does not hannen in time. not nost mortem. 
*") This bridge the Holy Spirit has built, on it we will stand and walk, and on no other, if for its 
safety a hundred human architects could also be assigned! 
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To steadfast hope and the like." (Ib. Il. fol. 64: first of those seven sermons.) Did ever 
such a man teach who "needs absolute election of grace and a forced conversion," 
ndéthig? No, synergistic reason speaks "consequently," as Prof. St. 

Now, when one M. Chemnitz says of "Spangenberg's little book on 
Predestination," "| have read (the same), and | do not see that he teaches either 
falsehoods or any new little ideas; but he repeats, and almost in the same words, 
that which has been taught by Augustin, Luther, and Brenz on this question from 
God's Word" (L. u. W. p. 254): when Chemnitz thus says, one should think that a 
Stellhorn, who does not possess and has not read Sp.'s writings, ought to rejoice with 
every Christian over them, and be quietly silent. But he cannot! but seeks what can 
be used for his purpose, and always finds something. So here, too, he takes up 
Chemnitz's remark: "Some things are not sufficiently explained. "*) With this word, of 
course, there is again a Stellhornian run-up, which we let run. At last he declares that 
with such a "sufficient explanation he can calmly subscribe to all Sp.'s sayings (that 
| have) quoted." Who should doubt it? He would, of course, make this "sufficient 
explanation" himself puff to him also. In this he can accomplish something. But | 
myself, as he quite rightly says, "evidently do not need such a one at all," i. e., from 
him. 

Now a few more remarks. In the July issue, p. 306, | had said, among other 
things, in regard to Luther's letter, on which Prof. St. is so insistent: "Where he stands, 
Prof. St.'s treatise, which does not want to cover anything, does not say." But as he 
only quoted a few words from it, he ought to have done so the more, so that "every 
Lutheran Christian," for whom he wrote, might read it. Also | had made the remark, 
"It is almost believable that St. first learned of this letter from the 'Lutheran." About 
all this he becomes quite "intemperate." He says: "But how frightening and shameful 
it must be for me (St.), if | really got to know Luther's letter only from the 'Lutheran,' 
and what a sin not to say this especially in a Tractate fiir's Volk, that is, (?) to cover 
it! O, pious, conscientious r! Against what 'holy commandment' have | sinned?" etc. 
If he first learned the letter from the "Lutheran," | reckoned it as little to his shame 
and sin as | do to myself, who am here in the same position. But that was not the 
reproach, but that he should have indicated where the Epistle was, so that the reader, 
indeed the very "people" whose 


*) Chemnitz feared, in fact, that there "might be occasion for disputation." 


578Schmidtianism - Huberianism. 


teacher he wants to be almost in infallibility,*) could 'check' himself! But whether it 
was just this that he wished to avoid, that is, to cover up? And | reproached him with 
the "holy (2nd) commandment" because he had misused the name of God. The 
above omission is therefore nothing but distortion, unnecessary and regrettable 
echauffement. About Luther's letter compare "Illumination" p. 22 ff. 

Finally, he is quite indignant that |, as he says, impudently deny the truth 
declared in the Synodal Report of 1879, p. 33; he writes: it is "an impudent denial 
beyond all measure. But | did not want to do this any more than | really did. | had, 
after all, referred to the "Free Church," p. 84, which contains a perfectly sufficient 
explanation. Does that mean brazenly denying the truth beyond all measure? But | 
could probably have spoken a little more fully. This mistake can easily be made 
good. | therefore also refer here to the "Illumination" pp. 47-56. Hopefully this will 
reassure Prof. St. all the more, since it seems to be a particular favorite thing of his 
to always see me in close proximity to Dr. W.'s. Yes, | too am not ashamed of the 
testimony of our Lord, nor of him who is especially now his "bound" (hated, 
persecuted). 2 Tim. 1, 8. - But that | had said there, which was the main thing here, 
"By no means is it frightful to him (St.) to omit the immediately preceding and 
following glorious words, thus to cover them up, and thereby frightfully to pervert 
them, - about this he does not say a word! A. W. 


(Sent in by P. R. Pieper, Manitowoc, Wis.) 
Schmidtianismns = Huberianism. 


In the present doctrinal controversy over predestination, the cry on the part of 
the "opponents" is, as is well known, "fathers," "fathers"! They take their proofs that 
our doctrine of the election of grace is false not from the Holy Scriptures, but rather 
from the writings of the "fathers" of our Lutheran Church, especially from the writings 
of the "fathers" of the seventeenth century. Whether this their way of reasoning is 
the right and Lutheran way? According to the final confession of our church, certainly 
nothing.) But is the present struggle not above all a matter of proving whether the 
doctrine of election by grace, now led and defended by Missouri, is really the doctrine 
of the Lutheran church? 


*) Consider his Trump: "He who says that it is not so," as he asserts and has not yet 
retracted, "either knows not the matter, and ought then to be cheaply silent, or knowingly 
perverts the truth." 

1) Form. Conc. epit., p. 517, 1. 2.; Solid. Declar., p. 568, 3. 
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is? Well, we admit that this question is also involved. But then the "opponents" 
commit, at least for the most part, the error of proving what is Lutheran or non- 
Lutheran doctrine of predestination, not chiefly from the confession of our church, 
but rather arguing chiefly from the private writings of eminent teachers. These, 
however, have never been accepted and adverted to by the Lutheran Church as her 
confession. "But," says one, "this is the very question now in question, what the final 
confession of our church, the Concordia Formula, teaches about predestination: 
namely, whether it leads to the doctrine now held by the Missourians, or that which 
is held by us, the opponents of Missouri. 1) And this question must, after all, be 
answered from the private writings of the most distinguished teachers of our Church, 
and principally from the private writings of those who either co-authored the Formula 
of Concord, or co-signed it, and shortly afterwards became involved in a controversy 
about this doctrine with S. Huber." Let us also admit this for once (although we are 
of the opinion that the Concordia Formula, as in all others, so also in the doctrine of 
Predestination, uses such clear and unmistakable language that it cannot be 
misunderstood at all by a reader free from prejudice, and that, if this were not the 
case, it would have no value at all as a confession, indeed would be no confession 
at all); Does a comparison of what the "Fathers" taught about predestination with 
what our present "opponents" teach about it result in a complete consensus? The 
"opponents" admittedly assert this with a loud voice and great boldness. 2) But 
whether this bold assertion of theirs is really in accordance with the truth is, of course, 
another question, and this question has already been partly answered in the negative 
on the basis of irrefutable historical evidence.3) We would not be at all surprised, 
however, if the opponents, claiming that their doctrine is "the unanimous doctrine 
of all our faithful Lutheran theologians who have addressed this point, "5) were 
to strike from the list of "faithful Lutherans" all those Lutheran theologians whose 
consensus with them they are unable to prove, and denounce them as "Calvinizing" 
this doctrine. This verdict of condemnation would then, of course, affect precisely 
those men who have hitherto been recognized and celebrated as the most faithful 
Lutheran theologians, namely: M. Chemnitz, 


1) Cf. "Old and New" Il, 8. p. 117. 

2) See Prof. Stellhorn's Tract, p. 8. 

3) "Lehre und Wehre," June issue, 1881. 
4) Underlined by us. 

5) See Stellhorn's Tract I. c. 
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N. Selnecker, Th. Kirchner, Joach. Mérlinus, L. Osiander, and - Luther himself. 1) 

But how, if the "opponents" in the present controversy did not lead the teaching 
of our "Lutheran fathers" after the publication of the Concordia formula, but rather to 
a large extent that of the opponent of the same, namely S. Huber, and then their 
battle cry "fathers", "fathers" would be nothing more than, we do not exactly want to 
say: deception, but rather a great self-deception? And that this is indeed the case 
shall be demonstrated as briefly as possible in the following. 

Huber expressed his doctrine of predestination in the following words: 
"Therefore |, together with the pure Lutheran Christian Churches, learn and confess 
that in Christ God has decreed grace and reconciliation upon all men, redeemed all 
men from death, and in virtue thereof raised and ordained all men to life. And 
therefore ordained that they should all believe and receive it, according to the gospel, 
which God by common election of grace commanded to be preached unto the whole 
world, and that by the hearing of the same gospel, and the administration of the holy 
sacraments, men should believe and receive grace, love, and life, which was 
decreed upon them all. But it is found that not all believe or obey the gospel, and 
that therefore not all men really receive life and salvation, but only some. Namely, 
those who follow the gospel, and go by faith where they are ordered in Christ. The 
rest of men, all with one another, are called by their title Christians or not Christians, 
because they do not believe in Christ, and do not receive that which they ought to 
receive in him; they are unbelievers, and are eternally damned and lost because of 
their unbelief." 2) - This is Huber's doctrine of election by grace, or "Huberianism." 

Prof. S. thus speaks of election: "According to the acquisition stands the 
predestinating purpose of God - 'that all who believe in Him-" (Prof. S.). 


1) Has already arrived in part. For in No. 16, Vol. 2 of "Altes und Neues," which we received 
after writing this, Prof. Stellhorn writes against P. Wagner: "Another Lutheran theologian is C. 
Spangenberg, 'r' further writes. But is he also a reliable and "faithfully Lutheran" theologian in 
this matter? Does 'r' not know his Flacianism?" Well, we know that Sp. held with Flacius in the 
doctrine of original sin and had to leave Mansfeld and Buchau because of it. But we also know 
that Sp. in his explanation of the Catechism calls original sin "a great affliction". We also know 
that Prof. Stellhorn, in earlier years, took Flacius to his defense, paying homage to the view that 
Flacius had understood his assertion that original sin was something substantial quite correctly. 

2) Warning against D. Osiander's sermon Von der Gnadenwahl. D. Samuel Huber. 
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The word ‘eternal life’ is open to all sinners as an elective rule and order revealed in 
the gospel - yes, to all sinners without any exception and without any distinction. 
According to the dedication, however, in time and eternity the electing counsel and 
purpose of God comes into effect among believers alone." 1) Further: "If we are to 
speak here of ‘floating,’ we want to say that election in Christ, as our confession so 
gloriously teaches it, does not at all hover from the outset over certain ‘certain 
persons,’ but over the whole wide world of sinners, over all men, over every single 
redeemed child of Adam, by virtue of the general promises of grace." 2) Further, "For 
‘he who (by faith) has the Son has life," he has blessedness, he will also have the 
only valid predestination to eternal life, which Christ has purchased according to 
possibility (potency) for all men." 3) And at the Milwaukee Colloquium, Prof. S. said 
something like this, "| am not afraid of universal election." "In a certain sense all men 
are elect." "Election is a good for the whole world." This is S.'s doctrine of election by 
grace, or "Schmidtianism." 

In what does S.'s teaching agree with Huber's? In the following points: 1. Both 
want to know nothing of an actual election by grace. An election, of which Scripture 
and the Confession speak plainly, they do not admit. Because they fear the 
destruction of the general will of grace by a merely partial election (according to the 
judgment of blind human reason), they immediately substitute the general council of 
God for election. Hence also the continued assertion on the part of the opponents 
that "the Confession, when it speaks of predestination as the cause of all that creates 
and promotes happiness, speaks of predestination in the broader sense, "4) i.e.: the 
cause of our happiness and all that belongs to it, as: Calling, faith, justification, etc., 
is only God's general counsel of salvation. Election is not to be mentioned here as a 
cause. (2) Both teach, that in Christ all men are elect; H., that all men are elect, S., 
that all men are elect by acquisition. (3) Both teach that, as all men are elect in Christ, 
it depends on the conduct of men themselves whether they are really made partakers 
of this election. Election, which alone is over the children of God, is not to be a cause 
of faith. (4) Both teach, though not in express words, that the actual decision whether 
any man shall be truly saved rests with him. The general choice is carried out in those 
who do not believe. 


1) "A.u.N." 1, 152. 2) Idid. P. 156. 3) Idid. S. 150. 
4) "Old and New," Il, 8,115. 
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Willingly resist, or who allow themselves to be brought to faith; but with those who 
wilfully resist, the choice remains as it were powerless. 

005 Both thus deny every mystery in the doctrine of election; for it is perfectly clear 
to them why God chose the very ones whom he chose, namely, because God 
foreknew them to be such as would in time be brought to faith in Christ, and be 
preserved in the same. 

Now what our "fathers" at that time replied to Huber on his teaching contrary to 
Scripture and confession, is also true today of Prof. S.'s teaching, which is just as 
contrary to Scripture and confession, namely: 

Ad 1: "Furthermore, this controversy is also pending, that it is questioned and 
disputed, whether the gracious and general will of God, that God earnestly wills and 
intends that all men shall be saved, should and can be called an election by grace 
and predestination, according to the manner of speaking, as the Scriptures teach us? 
. .We can by no means agree with him (Huber) on this, but say that it is improper and 
not spoken according to Scripture, since 
he uses for the will of God the eternal election of grace without distinction." 1) 

Ad 2: "This has never been accused of Calvinism before, when one has taught 
that not all men are elect, otherwise D. Heshusius would also have had to be a 


Calvinist?) who wrote 30 years ago (as D. Huber's Epistola was read to him four years 
ago at Wittenberg) Non error, sed furor est, statuere omnes homines esse electos: cum os 


veritatis, Christus, dicat, Pauci sunt electi." *)." 

Ad 3: "And even if Huberus were to screw all my writings into a press or a 
thumbstick, he would still not be able to press more out of them (if he were to act 
honestly, and not just pick out a few targets, and wantonly circumvent the Christian 
explanation with silence, which art is considered evil by bidders), then only this much 
he will find in it, which | have taught, that God has saved to eternal life from the 
human race, which he has chosen: That he does not call the same saved men by the 
gospel alone (as the Christian Concordi book with following 


1) Grindlich Widerlegung etc., gestellet durch die Theologische Facultet zu Wittenberg 
(Aeg. Hunnius, S. Gesner) mit Zuziehung Herrn D. Polycarpi Leyseri, II, p. 11. 

2) This is a statement by Leyser that should not be overlooked, for it shows us how far he 
and his colleagues at Wittenberg at that time were from calling Heshusius a Calvinist, or his 
doctrine "Calvinisirend," although in some points he even goes beyond the Concordia formula in 
the doctrine of the election of grace. To our "opponents," however, Heshusius is "in this doctrine" 
not "faithfully Lutheran," but Calvinisirend. See "Old and New," Il, 16, x. 241. 

3) Reply D. Polycarpi Leyseri, Anst das von D. Samuel Huber angestellten Examen etc. 
p. 14b. 
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(For not only do they speak their own words), but they also create, work, help, and 
promote all things that pertain to the blessedness of the same people; upon which 
also our blessedness is thus founded, that the gates of heaven shall not be able to 
prevail against it, as it is written, My creation shall not be plucked out of mine hand. 
And again, And they believed, as many as were ordained unto eternal life." 1) From 
these words of Osiander it is evident most clearly that he let election in the proper 
sense (the particulate election) be a cause of the faith of the elect. 

4 For this reason we reject as false and ungodly anyone who says or 
teaches that believers choose God by faith before he chooses them, and give him 
cause to choose them afterwards. But faith itself comes originally from the eternal 
election of God, and is not of us, but is wrought in us by God's power alone." 
(Wittenberg Faculty in 1597. Cf. "L. u. W." '80. p. 47.) 

Ad 5: "And whether any hard questions can be raised here, because faith is a 
gift of God, why God gives it to one and not to another? Item, why does one remain 
in the best of faith, but the other falls away? This cannot be answered sufficiently for 
every foolish questioner. Nevertheless, in these questions we follow the Christian 
counsel of the Concordia Book . . . and know that God has reserved much in this 
mystery of his wisdom, which we are not at liberty to inquire into or to ponder in this 
world." 2) 

In one point, however, S. and H. do not agree. Huber namely fought against 
the intuitu fidei of Aeg. Hunnius; why ? is self-evident from the foregoing; S., on the 
other hand, fights with all means for the intuitu Gasi; why ? is also clear to anyone 
who has read "Altes und Neues". In substance, however, as is evident from the above 
comparison, S.'s doctrine is one and the same with Huber's, so that the result of our 
comparison is the proposition: Schmidtianism - Huberianism. 3) So what about the 
opponents' battle cry: "Fathers," "Fathers"? 


1) Thorough report on D. Samuel Huber's Lefterschrifft, D. Lucas Osiander, p. 36. 37. 
Witlemberg 1597. 

2) Answer D. P. Leiseri etc. p. 32 b. Cf. also L. Osiander: "We should ... . remember and 
firmly believe that God alone is wise, as S. Paul testifies (to the Romans, chapter 16), and that 
he is a just God who does no one wrong. Therefore we shall not desire to be our Lord God's 
master, but we shall remain his disciples. And shall say with the holy apostle Paul (to the 11th 
chapter of Romans) in this mystery, of the eternal election of God's grace, thus, "O what a bounty 
of riches!" etc. (1. c. p. 125.) 

3) Of course, this also applies to all those who are on Prof. S.'s side in the present struggle. 
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But we also arrive at the same result in another way, namely by comparing the 
"reasonable" consequences which Huber believed he had to draw from the teaching 
of his opponents and really did draw, with those which Prof. Schmidt believes he has 
to draw from our teaching and really does draw. 

The "Fathers" (we understand by this especially the opponents of Huber) taught 
first of all clearly and distinctly that God's grace and mercy in Christ extends over all 
men. In L. Osiander's sermon on the election of grace it says: "In the beginning we 
are to firmly hold and believe that the Lord God loves all men (as his creatures) and 
wants them to be saved: And that he hath ordained no man to eternal damnation 
from everlasting." 1) But because they taught at the same time, according to Scripture 
and confession, that not all but only a few men were chosen, and that these were 
chosen only by pure grace, while those alone were lost through their own guilt, 2) 
Huber imputed to them that they taught that God did not want to make the non-elect 
blessed, but had ordained them to damnation according to his secret and absolute 
will. For he wrote: "But for this, my Lord Doctor, why have you learned before, and 
learn again with this stumpy election of yours, that God has had mercy on only a few 
men with a special work of grace, and has loved these alone, while hating the others 
all together. . ... so that... they cannot and shall not, neither may they be enlightened, 
saved, and blessed. . . . This we may well feel to be Calvinistic, branched, and God- 
reading." 3) 

We now teach with these "Fathers" that God loved the whole world, and 
earnestly desired that all men should be saved; for, "We believe, teach, and confess 
that God loved the whole world from eternity, created all men unto salvation, and 
none unto damnation, and earnestly desires the salvation of all men; and therefore 
reject and condemn with all our hearts the Calvinistic doctrine contrary thereto." 4) 


1) p. 105. 

2) "Such glorious . . . The work of God's grace is owed to no one by the Lord God, but 
only flows from his mercy toward us poor sinners. And God would gladly have all men come to 
the knowledge of the truth and be saved. But that the greater part of men are not enlightened, is 
the cause that they either do not hear God's word at all, but wantonly despise it, hardening their 
ears and their hearts, and thus obstructing the ordinary way of the Holy Spirit, that he cannot 
have his work in them. Or, when they have heard it, they turn a deaf ear to it, or disregard it: 
Whereof not God, nor his choice, but their wickedness is guilty. These are condemned according 
to their merit, but the rest are saved by Christ's grace." (A Christian Sermon, etc. L. Osiander, p. 
113.) 

3) Warning against etc. 4) "Lutherans" 36, 2, p. 11. 
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But we also teach with the Fathers that not all, but only a few men were chosen by 
God before the foundation of the world, and that the elect are saved by pure grace, 
but the non-elect are condemned only because of their own guilt, because of their 
unbelief.1) Nevertheless, S. and comrades infer from our doctrine, and impute to us, 
as if we taught, "When some were chosen for Christ's sake, others were excluded 
and cast out, as persons whom God would not make blessed for Christ's sake." 2) 

Second, the Fathers taught clearly that Christ had done enough for all men and 
redeemed all men. At the end of L. Osiander's sermon it says: "Therefore he also 
gave his only begotten Son to suffer and die for all men, and through him to pay for 
all men's sins. "3) Nevertheless, H. concluded from their doctrine: "Because D. 
Osiander holds that in God's counsel not all men are saved by grace . . that as long 
as he remains of this opinion, he will never be able or able to teach and preach the 
gospel of the redemption of all men, from death to life, sincerely, honestly, and at his 
best. Nor is it possible that he should think and believe in his heart that Christ died 
for all men." 4) 

We, too, with the "Fathers," teach a general redemption through Christ, 
extending to all men, for: "We believe, teach, and confess, that the Son of God came 
into the world for all men, bore and atoned for all men's sins, and perfectly redeemed 
all men, none excepted; and therefore reject and condemn with all our hearts the 
Calvinistic doctrine contrary thereto." 5) Nevertheless, S. concluded from our 
doctrine: "Christ not taken is therefore for the elect, and exclusively for them, the 
reason why they alone will most certainly be saved. "6) 

Third, the "Fathers" clearly taught that God's promises of grace apply to all men 
and that the means of grace are appointed for all. For Osiander rejects the contrary 
doctrine of the Calvinists with the following words: "From the other error of the 
Calvinists follows their third error, in that they say that the gracious promises of God 
are for all men. 


1) |. c. Sentence 4. 

2) "Old and New," |, 6, p. 129. comp. p. 135. 137; 1, 7, p. 149. 

3) p. 125. "Thorough Refutation," etc.: "So the Lord Christ was not only given unto death 
for us all, but hath in fact and in truth sufficiently and fully paid his Heavenly Father, and by virtue 
of this payment hath propitiated the whole human race unto the Eternal Father: 2 Cor. 5." (p. 71.) 

4) 1.0. 5) "Lutherans" 36, 2, p. 11. 

6) "Old and New," I, 6, p. 130. See also especially: |, 10, p. 253. 
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The gospel's message of forgiveness of sins and eternal life does not apply to all 
people, but only to the small group of the elect. . . . This desperate doctrine (which 
at once robs the embattled Christians of all comfort) strives against the express 
command of Christ, since he (Marci, chapter 16) gave this command to his apostles: 
Go ye into all the world,” etc. 1) Nevertheless H. blasohemed: "Now this is right, that 
the Calvinists should be accused and charged with reading God. But who else is a 
reader of God? Is it only and solely the open Calvinists? Because he himself learns 
that God has received only a few people in grace, and has created the largest houses 
for shame and dishonor? If the gracious promises of the Gospel are to be true over 
all men, then one may reasonably ask, Doctor, how can this be done on your 
grounds? .... You will soon be burned out of this Calvinist nest, if you place the 
general promises, as well as the Calvinists, only in denunciationem or voluntatem signi, 
that is, on such a ground that you only want to mock the Christian churches." 2) 

With the Fathers we also teach that no man is excluded by God from the 
promises of grace and the means of grace; For we believe, teach, and confess, that 
God calls all men through the means of grace earnestly, that is, with the intention 
that through the same they may come to repentance and faith, and also be preserved 
in the same to the end, and thus finally become blessed, to which end God offers 
them through the means of grace the blessedness acquired through Christ's 
satisfaction, and the power to take hold of the same in faith; and therefore reject and 
condemn with all our hearts the Calvinistic doctrine opposed to this. 3) Nevertheless, 
S. blasphemes, "But this also is absolute election; and the vigorous calling of the 
elect, as against the mere invalid calling by the word, which latter brings it at most to 
the faith of time, is the voluntas beneplaciti of the Calvinists, the other the voluntas signi, 
under another name, to be sure, but the thing is.” 4) 

We could now provide this proof that Prof. Schmidt is absolutely equal to Huber 
in "reasonable" consequence making in other points as well; but for the sake of 
brevity, we will only refer to two points. The first concerns the doctrine of the certainty 
of election, namely, whether the believing Christian can and should also certainly 
hall and conclude that he is among the number of the elect? The "Fathers" answered 
this question with a 


1) A Christl. sermon etc. p. 106 sq. eae teen 
3) "Lutheran" 36, 2, p. 11. 
4) "Old and New" |, 10. p. 247. cf. p. 253. 
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Yes! Father Leyser briefly remarks: "If we find faith with us, there is no need for any 
doubt about the choice. 1) Osiander writes: "Now and then pious and zealous 
Christians are afraid, so that they think: Oh God, if | would only know for certain that 
| would be saved by God to eternal life, then | would be happy. But | fear, if | believe 
in Christ even now, | may not continue in true faith to the end of my days. Answer to 
the first. That thou art saved of God unto eternal life, thou shalt know and conclude 
from the following things. Tell me, art thou baptized? Sayest thou, yes, | am baptized. 
If then thou art baptized, thou hast become a child of God. Art thou called by the 
Holy Ghost unto the inheritance of eternal life? Yes, | am, and | am called thereto 
daily. Art thou heartily sorry for thy sins? Yes, the Almighty God knows it. Do you 
believe in your Redeemer Christ that he has atoned for and paid for your sins? | do. 
Dost thou also call upon thy heavenly father in thy prayers? Yes, | do. Dost thou also 
do good works? Yes, | do my best, though | am not perfect. Are you willing to take 
up your cross and follow your Lord Christ under it? Yes, | desire to do it, as much as 
God will grant me grace, although my old Adam is becoming impotent in the 
meantime. Since, then, things, praise God, are thus about thee, why doubtest thou 
then that thou art an evangelist, seeing that thou hast the work of God's grace with 
thee, which God worketh in his elect sinners? From this thou shalt reasonably 
conclude (against Satan's fiery darts) that God would have thee in heaven. So hast 
thou also the infallible promise of God: He that believeth and is baptized shall be 
saved: Therefore, because thou believest in Christ, and art baptized, thou shalt be 
found among the elect children of God, whom God the heavenly Father will make 
eternally blessed. 

"As for the other anxiety of a Christian, whether he will continue in the grace 
of God and in the true faith to the end, this is the true comfort: that the Lord God is 
not a bungler in his works, who began a good and glorious work, and did not finish 
it. Therefore St. Paul writes (to the Philippians in chapter 1) thus: | am of good 
confidence that he who began the good work in you will carry it out." 2) 

Huber, on the other hand, said: "Many are baptized, many are called by God 
through the gospel, many feel remorse for their sins, faith in Christ, call to the 
heavenly Father, and intercession to take up their cross. 


1) Reply D. P. Leyseri etc. p. 32 a. 
2) AChristi. Predig etc. p. 119. sq. 
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and to follow the Lord Christ. . . . 1) In short, he asserted that by such a doctrine of 
election by grace as his opponents held, no one could conclude with certainty from 
his baptism, calling, etc., that he had been elected. "If this is to be a sure and certain 
consolation, he" (Osiander) "must have only people who have perfect repentance, 
faith, faithfulness, and patience under the cross, and who can say to every part of it, 
as he has recorded it in his sermon. | repent of my sins with all my heart, | believe 
with all my heart, | call upon God with all my heart, | suffer under the cross with all 
my heart. How many such saints he shall find and number in this controversy on 
earth, that will | set before him." 2) 

Huber, with his doctrine of a general election of grace, could not but deny that 
the Christian could be quite sure of his blessedness in the way stated by Osiander. 

Also, "we believe, teach, and confess" with the "fathers" "that a believing 
Christian should seek to be certain of his election from God's revealed will." 3) 

Schmidt, on the other hand, denies that the Christian can and should be certain 
that he is certainly a chosen child of God. He writes: "As long as we are alive, we 
are on trial (!!) and therefore have no unconditional (?) infallible certainty, neither 
that we will remain in grace without interruption, nor that any apostasy will be able 
to harm us, because we already know that we are elect in the strictest sense of the 
word, who can in no way be lost because they are elect. 4) "A joyful spirit also has 
strong, brave hope; but never, according to God's warnings, must this joyful hope of 
the believer put down all fear and apprehension, or it will already have become 
certainty and presumption. The Christian must fear every day that if he let himself 
be overthrown by the devil, he might possibly also remain in apostasy. To instruct 
Christians, on the other hand, that they, young and old, should imagine the "sweet 
consolation" that God has unconditionally (?) promised them, as the elect, that they 
could at any rate fall away only temporarily, and must quite certainly be converted 
and saved again, is a most horrible seduction to presumption.” 5) It cannot be our 
task here to enter more closely into this certainty itself, and to state whether it be an 
unconditional or an ordered, or absolute, etc. This, indeed, has already been partly 
said. This, indeed, has already been partly explained in detail?) We are only 
permitted to remark that 


1) lc. 2) Lic. 3) "Lutherans," 36, 3. p. 21. 
4) "Old and New," I, 8. p. 199. 5) f. G1. p. 10: 
6) See the excellent treatise by Father Koren in "Lutheran" 37, No. 14,16. ff. 
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Prof. S. stands in the middle of the Roman camp on this point. The Roman Church 
teaches, "If any man say that he that is born again and justified is bound, for faith's 
sake, to believe assuredly that he is in the number of the predestinate, let him be 
accursed." 1) S. teaches essentially the same thing, and is thereby diametrically 
opposed to the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures concerning faith. Scripture on faith. 
For "faith is a certain assurance of that which one hopes for, and not doubting that 
which one does not see," Ebr. 11:1. Compare what Luther 2) says about this, and 
also Aeg. Hunnius.3) 

The other point concerns the comfort that lies precisely in the doctrine of 
election as taught in Scripture and the Confession. L. Osiander writes: "This is good 
Christian counsel" (which Luther gave in his preface to the Epistle to the Romans), 
"so that no Christian is deprived of his comfort. For every Christian should recognize 
his sin from God's law: From the gospel he shall take comfort of the grace and mercy 
of God. And against all temptation of Satan he shall say thus, | am baptized into the 
holy Trinity, | am redeemed by my Saviour Christ, | believe in Christ, therefore | shall 
be saved. .. . And my Lord Christ hath taken me for his sheep, saying, My sheep 
shall no man pluck out of my hand. To this revealed word of God every Christian 


should adhere, and leave the Calvinists with their absoluto decreto, as well as Huber 


with his consequentiis and with his sophisticis syllogismis faren: Then God's word cannot 
fail." 4) 

Huber decried this doctrine as one which deprived the challenged Christian of 
all comfort. He interjected: How, according to your doctrine, can the Christian console 
himself of his baptism, his profession, his justification, etc., since many who are 
baptized, called, justified, are lost? "Wolan," he writes in his "Warning," etc., 
"Osiander should give an answer to such objections and let us hear how he would 
like to comfort and raise up a troubled conscience in this anguish and distress. If he 
cannot bring it to this with his reasons, then he only says out and confesses that his 
soul has no comfort, no light, no life, no Christ and no Holy Spirit in this whole article, 
which is the foundation of the whole Gospel. 

Like the Fathers, we also teach that the Christian can and should take comfort 
in his election from the Gospel, since it shows him how his happiness lies solely in 
the mighty hand of God's grace, from which no one can snatch it away. Western 
Report, 1877, 


1) Can. et. deer. Con. Trid., Sess. VI. can. 15. 


2) Erl. ed. 26. p. 31. sq. 3) de Justiflc. p. 72. 
4) Thorough Report on D. Sam. Hubers Lesterschrift, p. 46. 
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P. 32. 33. (See Synodal Report of the Western District, 1879, p. 65; cf. p. 64 et al. 
St. 

S. also raises the same reproach against our doctrine of the election of grace 
as H. did against that of the "Fathers", that it is completely comfortless for the 
challenged, yes, it robs them of all comfort. "Let whoever will," he writes, "consider 
such a doctrine of God's will of grace and the election of grace flowing from it as still 
so comforting, yes, comforting - since it stands in bright contradiction with God's 
clear words (Rom. 11, 32. 1 Tim. 2, 4. 2 Petr. 3, 9.), it is a false and soul-dangerous 
doctrine with its particulate comfort from a particulate (?) and absolute (?) mercy." 
1) "From such unevangelical and equally inconsolable as false consolations let us 
beware, and warn the church against this deceitful and dangerous delusion." 2) His 
whole consolation rests on the "quite self-evident conclusion: as long as and insofar 
as | remain in the faith, | have my share in the book of life." 3) As faith is to him a 
condition of election and blessedness, so also comfort is to him only a conditional 
one; indeed, he has no certain comfort at all, because he has and can have no 
certain confidence, but finds himself "on trial" to his end "from day to day between 
fear and hope as between two millstones." 4) Now, for our part, we do not want to 
be talked into this "comfort" and say with Luther, "Where otherwise the Papists (our 
"opponents") would have won in all things, yet in this main thing they are lost, since 
they teach that one must doubt God's grace." 5) 

As a result of our comparison, therefore, we again get the sentence: 
"Schmidtianism - Huberianism". May therefore our "opponents" stop proclaiming the 
"fathers" for themselves. Samuel Huber has a much greater right to be called "father" 
by them! And we do not envy them this "fatherhood" at all. 


A few words after the fact concerning the "Declaration" published in the 
previous issue. 


Prof. Schmidt has written a kind of reply to our "explanation". The attentive 
reader of this reply and of our "explanation" will find what is explained in the latter 
already substantially confirmed by the reply itself. Here are just a few more words. 
S. understands the "explanation" as if we had expressed our "displeasure" at his 
per- 


1) "Old and New," I, 7, p. 149. 2) 1. c. p. 155. 
3) l.c. p. 156. 4) l.c.1, 1, p. 10. 5) Erl. Ed. 36, p. 31. 
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son, since we would not know how to respond to a number of articles published in 
"Altes und Neues". *S. completely forgets that he solemnly demanded that 
"explanation" from us before the whole world. First the declaration is demanded very 
emphatically, and when it is given, one finds it very unseemly! Then we are said to 
have been guilty of a "shameful judgment of the heart" in the "Declaration." But as 
every reader of our Declaration knows, we have not passed judgment on hidden 
thoughts of the heart, but have simply let facts speak. S. remarks: if it was said that 
his present fight against Missouri was "partly" due to the disgruntlement because of 
the non-election in 1878, then he "truly did not want to make much of it". Nor did we 
assert more than the "in part" in the statement forced upon us. We have expressly 
admitted the existence of doubts as to the correctness of our doctrine. p. 505 f. But 
we have asserted that the Synod of Delegates in 1878 was the decisive factor. And 
this we proved thus: Prof. S. still desired a professorship in St. Louis, after he had 
informed himself accurately from the 77 report about our doctrine of election by 
grace. Where is the "judgement of the heart" here? Are not facts speaking here? That 
letter to a member of the committee, in which S. declared himself ready to accept an 
appointment to St. Louis, was, in S.'s present opinion, "tactless. In and of itself, there 
would not be much "tactless" in it. Why should not Someone, under circumstances, 
agree to accept an office, when he has certainly been told he is being thought of for 
that office? But here is added the circumstance that S. agreed to accept a 
professorship in St. Louis after he had clearly recognized Calvinistic false doctrine in 
our country (according to his later assertion). S. expresses only one thought which 
would be suitable to break through our argumentation substantially. He writes: "Does 
it follow, however, that we found Calvinistic sentences in the report and yet were 
ready to accept a possible call to St. Louis, that we wanted to deny and conceal our 
dissent?" The thought really could not occur to us. Since when has it been the custom 
for a man - without saying a word about his dissent - to place himself at the disposal 
of Calvinist false teachers as a professor, and then, after being elected, to declare 
his dissent? That would be a strange modus procedendi. - Finally, Prof. S. says outright 
what had alienated him from the Missouri Synod for a long time. He missed the 
freedom of discussion in it. He writes: "Those who are at the helm - e.g., who publish 
the synodal organs - put forward doctrines according to their conviction. 


*) We would indeed like to know any point raised by S. which we have not already dealt 
with in detail. 
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and the others, who find wrong in it, shall keep silent, shall not have the same right 
to publicly confess their conviction and to freely fight what is really or supposedly 
wrong. They are not to reveal their dissent, but to keep it to themselves, or at most 
privately and at conferences to be taught better. This delicate point has long vexed 
us." There we have the complaint about "terrorism" known from church history! What 
does S. actually mean by freedom of discussion? Should the editors of a church 
magazine make the columns of the magazine available to anyone who doubts the 
correctness of a doctrine, perhaps only temporarily, so that no "cover-up" takes place 
and the "freedom of speech" is preserved? To this S. says: "No! that is not what is 
meant." Further, has not every one in the Missouri Synod the right and duty to appeal 
to the Synod, if he believes that the editorial department has led false teaching in the 
journals, and does not wish to receive a correction of the false teaching? When did 
the Missouri Synod "impose constant silence upon the dissenters"? If S. thought his 
dissent on any doctrine was very important, why did he not first bring the same before 
Synod and Synodical Conference? What would S. say to a member of the 
congregation who, before an assembly called together by means of a "storm bell," 
lectured on the real or supposed sins of another member of the congregation, 
invoking the "freedom of discussion"? F.P. 


Literature. 


Palm leaves by K. Gerok. With illustrations. Philadelphia. Published by Jg. 
Koehler, 911 Arch Str. 1881. 


Among the Christian poets of modern times, Gerok Wohl occupies one of the 
first places. That this is recognized in wide circles, Wohl also proves the fact that his 
"Palmblatter" have already experienced more than 50 editions. Even unbelievers 
must admire them. They do indeed offer rich refreshment. Who does not like to read 
repeatedly his "Ave Caesar, morituri te salutant", "Am Hochzeitmorgen", "Gewitter", 
"Morija", "Bethania", "Gethsemane"? It is a pity that some things do not agree with 
the rule and guide of faith, e.g. the poem with the superscription "He who is not 
against us," etc. Readers who are grounded in the pure teaching of the divine Word 
will not be misled by this. Mr. Kéhler has organized a beautiful and cheap edition in 
12°. The prices, according to the bindings, are 80 cts, $1.25, $1.50. G. 
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|. America. 


"Old and New." In the latest issue of this paper there is an article under the heading "Are 
those who attain eternal life chosen by God to be believers or unbelievers?" By asking this 
question, the submitter intends to "shift the battle to the real point." He, of course, answers the 
first member of the double question in the affirmative; he leaves us to answer the second in the 
affirmative. Since with this question "the struggle is to be transferred to the actual point," we first 
formulate the question still more as follows: "Are those who attain eternal life chosen by God for 
this purpose as persevering believers or as unbelievers? "| ask - says the submitter - of their 
(since. which are chosen) state at the election." Those who are elected, according to opposing 
doctrine, must have kept faith in God's foreknowledge to the end. Only as such can they be 
chosen. This must be well observed. For it now clearly appears that, according to the doctrine of 
the adversary, the elect have the privilege of attaining to justification, filiation, and sanctification 
only on the occasion of their persevering faith. For the Scriptures teach an election to justification 
(1 Pet. 1:2), to filial adoption (Eph. 1:5), to sanctification (Eph. 1:4). The elect come to justification, 
childship and sanctification after this life. For they had to remain faithful in God's foreknowledge 
until the end, before they could be chosen, chosen to adoption, etc. With the doctrine of the 
adversaries, then, we would be in the clear as soon as we "shift the battle to the actual point." 
Now how about our doctrine? "Old and New" says: "So certainly everyone, whether friend or 
opponent of the new doctrine (our doctrine is meant), was under the tremendous (!) impression 
that the St. Louis professors taught that faith did not belong to election; it was not at all a 'moment' 
of it-they excluded faith altogether from election." "We make" (the "make" is to be emphasized) 
"the reproach mentioned" (namely, that the "St. Louisans" exclude faith altogether from the 
election) "from conviction." "For," it says, quaintly enough, "I do not now speak of excluding faith 
from the ballot, but of doing so on the object or subject of the ballot." Does the writer know what 
a petitio principii is? In the last words he has committed just such a petitio principii. These words 
presuppose that election is only a judicial judgment, that even according to our concept of election 
it is only a nude "judicial application" of eternal life. Only thus can any one make this contrast: 
either faith is to be placed before election, or election takes place without faith, without the object 
of election having faith. Election, according to the Scriptural concept of election, cannot take place 
at all "without the faith" of those to be chosen. God draws to Himself in time those who are blessed, 
not - to speak with Luther - "as Master Hans draws one to the gallows," but God calls him, gives 
him faith, and sustains him in faith. Now, if any one does not want to place faith before this doing 
of God, does not want to presuppose faith in the objects of calling, conversion, etc., does he 
entirely exclude faith from this doing of God? Every sensible man will say: no, God gives and 
receives faith through the work itself. Well then! What God does in time to those who are blessed, 
he does to them in eternity, according to the decree. This eternal work 
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in the resolution is the perpetual election. Compare concordia formula? 45.? (23) Will the sender 
now see how faith (persevering faith) is not put before election, but how election is made to begin 
with the poor sinner, and yet faith is not excluded from election? That he has not known "all these 
years" what it was about is his own fault. Not only have we occasionally expounded this Scriptural 
and confessional concept of election over and over again, but we have also treated it at length 
in an article of our own. "L. u. W."'81 pp. 167-169. 235-247. - Finally, the submitter requests of 
the undersigned "a rather clear, thorough, and correct answer" to the question, "What was the 
essential point of difference in the doctrine of election by grace between Pastor Kligel and the 
Missouri Synod?" We wish to give this answer because the sender "unfortunately does not 
possess" the Acts which belong here. We ask: what need is there for an answer according to the 
Acts? The man obviously underestimates his abilities. After all, he has already come to the 
conclusion without the Acts: "It seems to me as if Pastor Kligel took essentially the same position 
then as the St. Louis professors do today, and that the Missouri Synod stood then just as we, its 
opponents, stand today." If he has already arrived at the "seems to have taken" without acts, he 
arrives at the very definite "has really taken" on a second attempt, even without acts. So what is 
the use of an answer according to the acts? F. P. 
General Council Meeting. The General Council was assembled this year at Rochester, 
N. Y., October 20-26. There were 62 delegates present from 10 synods. The Synod of Texas 


and the Holston Synod were not represented. Also, according to the report of the "Lutheran," 
among the delegates of the Pennsylvania Synod were greatly missed "the familiar faces of 
Doctors Krauth, Seif3, Schésser, and Krotel." The former was prevented by illness from going to 
Rochester. Dr. Seif had no desire to come. He did not like the fact that in some parts of the 
Council the "Galesburg Rule" was to be taken very seriously. The main subject of discussion 
was the Inner Mission. The doctrinal discussions were postponed until the last days of the 
meeting, in order to make room for the discussions on "the native missionary work. "It was 


universally conceded,” writes the "Lutheran," "that the work of our internal mission is not 
satisfactory and is discouraging in its results. It was a question of the manner in which it was to 
be carried on. The Executive Committee, which has its headquarters in Pittsburgh, complained 
that the Church was giving it neither men nor money for the work assigned to it. "They couldn't 
make bricks without straw.’ And last year, she said, the Council took the work largely out of her 
hands, and put it into the hands of the District Synods." That the committee appointed by the 
Council lacks money and men is explained, according to the report of "Herald and Magazine," 
first by the fact that the individual district synods need their men and money in their own territory, 
and then by the fact that "there are no suitable men, especially men who would be willing to 
undergo the demands of Western missions and pioneer life." It sometimes happened that the 
committee or the mission congregations found and called the suitable man, but the 
congregations did not let the called pastors go. It is now hoped that the work can be better carried 
out by dividing it up. Already last year the Synod of Pennsylvania was assigned Nebraska and 
Texas, the Pittsburg Synod Minnesota and Kansas as a special area for the operation of the 
inner mission. This division is not only to remain in force, but a special German and a special 
Swedish Missionary Committee have been appointed. The German Com- 


Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 595 


mittee (in which, among others, are Pastors Wischan, Kiindig, and Weiskotten) seems to be 
going to work with great zeal. It will publish a special little paper in the interest of the inner mission. 
This committee will also report to the Council next year on how to procure the necessary 
manpower for the inner mission. This point was already discussed at this year's meeting. 
However, the opinions were still very divided. Some thought that the necessary manpower should 
be obtained from missionary institutions in Germany. Others were in favor of establishing a 
missionary seminary of their own. Still others thought that young people could be trained for 
missionary service in the West by an appropriate institution either in Allentown or in Philadelphia. 
This last idea, according to the reports we have, received little attention. Why? is not quite clear 
to us. Is it perhaps feared that people trained in Philadelphia would not want to eat "bacon and 
corn bread"? The German Committee is now to report next year on "whether it seems necessary 
to contact a missionary institute from outside, or whether one should found a missionary seminary 
of one's own. Also, a request is to be made to the administrative authority of the Northern Pacific 
Railroad to grant land for the erection of churches, schools, and parsonages at all its principal 
stations to the German and Swedish immigrants of the Evangelical Lutheran faith who settle on 
the lands along the new railroad. "Herold und Zeitschrift" writes in regard to the deliberations on 
the work of the inner mission: "We promise ourselves wholesome fruits from the earnestness 
with which the whole matter was discussed, and the zeal with which especially our German 
brethren have so freshly and cheerfully touched the work placed in their hands." - As far as the 
doctrinal discussions were concerned, two mornings were devoted to "the relation of the visible 
to the invisible Church." As far as can be judged from the reports available to us, what was said 


was in harmony with Lutheran doctrine. The fact that one moved somewhat in universalibus was 
probably due to the fact that no one had prepared for an actual lecture. Pastor Rath of Bethlehem, 
Pa., came to speak on the Galesburg rule, and according to "H. u. Z." was "the only one who 
publicly expressed himself at the Council as not entirely agreeing with the scope of this rule." 
Pastor R. wanted the Galesburg Rule to mean "Lutheran pulpits for Lutheran pastors alone and 
Lutheran altars for Lutheran communicants alone": "Lutheran pulpits for pastors who preach 
Lutheran and Lutheran altars for communicants who believe Lutheran. This he further explained 
thus: "The preachers of other communities are not to be pastors of our congregations, professors 
in our theological seminary, and so forth. They are only to teach temporarily. They also teach 
temporarily in our families through our church bulletins, which print articles from sect bulletins. 
Our position is in accordance with this. We do not advocate the laxity that is found in certain 
circles. We merely want the truth to be preached." Pastor Rath, however, was repulsed with his 
interpretation of the Galesburg rule. Whether he was convinced of the wrongness of his position 
(which according to R. is also the position of others) or not, is not reported. - Dr. Spath was again 
elected president. That is a good sign, Dr. Spath belongs to the decided Lutherans in the Council. 
F.P. 

"Lutheran and Missionary. There has been another change in the editorship of this paper. 
The entire previous Editorial Committee, consisting of vv. Sei8, Krotel, Muhlenberg, and Pastor 
Laird, resigns as such. Dr. Krotel alone assumes the chief editorship. Pastors SeiB, Laird, Belfour, 
and Professors Muhlenberg and Krauth are named as associates. The latter, like 
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the literary department. In his program, Dr. Krotel says that he is in favor of freedom of 
discussion, which remains within the proper limits. How this is to be understood is clear from the 
fact that he does not want to be identified with everything that his correspondents write. He 
himself will read the Lutheran journals and report from them. We "Missourians" will come off 


badly in the "Lutheran," just as we have been badly treated in it up to now. In the last number he 


reports his readers about Missouri from - the "Lutheran Standard". That this is at least unfair, K. 
does not seem to feel. He does not like Missouri any more than the former editor SeiB. By the 


way, the "Lutheran and Missionary" has now dropped the "- and Missionary" from its title. From 
now on itis called "Lutheran" for short. Otherwise, unfortunately, he will remain quite the same. 


Un Lutheran nature and judgment will continue to spread in its columns. The "Lutheran" will, on 
the whole, remain the representative of lax Lutheranism in the Council. The most recent proof of 
this is the statement by Dr. Spath in the November 3 issue, which seriously attacked the fact that 


the president of the Lutheran Synod of Pennsylvania (Sei8) declared in the "Lutheran” that he 
was willing to accept financial contributions for the Hoffmannians in Palestine. F.P. 


Religious-Newspaper--Literature. According to the latest Census of the United States, 
there are 11,418 magazines here at all, the religious ones numbering 572. 


ll. Abroad. 


P. Schulze in Saxony. The Sachsische Kirchen- und Schulblatt of October 27 reports: The 
ministers of state commissioned in Saxony have left it at the resolution of the consistory 
concerning Father Scholze's transfer, whereby this matter, which is certainly painful to all serious 
Christians, has now reached its end. During the whole long disciplinary investigation, about the 
course of which the Konsistorialblatt reports in detail, Scholze has been left in full enjoyment of 
his official income. He initially stayed in Thuringia and is said to have found a pastorate in the 
Hermannsburg Separation. 


America's Influence on Europe. The "Sachsische Kirchen-‘und Schulblatt" (Saxon 
Church and School Gazette) of November 3 says that it wishes to communicate news from the 
American Lutheran Church for the following reason, among others: "Since the Saxon Free 
Church is most closely connected with the Missouri Synod, and America exerts an undeniably 
great influence on the aging Europe, as in the purely material field, so also in the ecclesiastical." 
- How true this is is evident, among other things, from the fact that, after the outbreak of the 
doctrinal controversy concerning the election of grace in the American Lutheran Church, almost 
all the pens of the editors of religious periodicals are in motion in Germany on this subject. 

WwW. 


Necrological-. On 22 October Lorenz KrauBold, known by name for his catechetics (1843), 
died of a lung disease, Consistorialrath and first preacher at the main parish church in Bayreuth. 
Only a few months before his death he had celebrated his 50th anniversary in office. 


